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The University

Founded in 1875, Indiana University of Pennsyl-
vania is the commonwealth's fifth largest univer-
sity with more than thirteen thousand students
from nearly every state and over sixty foreign
countries. Located fifty miles northeast of Pius-
burgh in the foothills of the Allegheny Moun-
tains, IUP is one of fourteen universities in the
State System of Higher Education.

IUP is big enough to offer a diversity of high-
quality academic programs and has an outstand-
ing faculty committed to teaching. The university
includes six colleges and two schools and offers
graduate programs in professional and applied
areas as well as five programs at the doctoral
level. More than a hundred major fields of stuJy
are available within the forty-five academic
departments. IUP's internship program, the larg-
est in Pennsylvania, provides students with on-
the-job experience to supplement their classroom
learning.
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IUP is small enough to encourage individual
growth and excellence. Acclaimed among the
academic best in the nation, the university has
been listed in Barron's Guide to the Most Presti-
gious Colleges as one of the 283 most academi-
cally competitive colleges and universities in the
nation. Changing Times recognized IUP as one
of fif:y U.S. colleges with high academic stand-
ards and tuition and fees below the national aver-
age. The Best Buys in College Education by
Edward Fiske, education editor of the New York
Times, cited IUP as one of the 221 "best buy" col-
leges and universities in the nation. Only twelve
Pennsylvania schools were chosen for the best
buy list.

IUP is an equal opportunity/ affirmative action
institution. Please direct inquiries concerning
equal opportunity to Director of Affirmative
Action, IUP, G-30 Sutton Hall, Indiana, PA
15705.
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INTRODUCTION

Using grants obtained from the Lilly Foundation and from the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE), the American Sociological Association
created three task forces to study factors relating to excellence in college teaching. The

third of these task forces was commissioned to study institutional factors in teaching
excellence. As part of their work, they carried out three surveys: of deans of colleges in
which sociology departments existed, of sociology department chairs, and of sociology
faculty members. These surveys examined reports of teaching conditions from the
viewpoints of these three pivotal role players on American college campuses. These
surveys revealed rather different views of most teaching-related activities by the deans,
chairs, and faculty. For example, 65 percent of the deans reported that reviewing and
improving the curriculum would be recognized as a contribution toward a positive
personnel action such as achieving tenure, promotion or a merit salary raise. In

contrast, only 39 percent of both the chairs and faculty respondents believed this to be
the case. When higher education institutions were broken down by type of institution,
the disparity in opinions on this topic was found to be greatest in universities within
which, for example, 74 percent of the deans indicated that reviewing and improving the
curriculum would be taken as a positive factor in personnel actions, as compared with
58 percent of the department chairs in sociology but only 23 percent of the sociology
faculty. Some readers might assume that this miscommunication about the personnel
process in a university was due to the social distance between deans and chairs and
faculty members, respectively, but this clearly was not the case. There was considerable
evidence in the surveys of excellent communication in areas other than teaching. For
example, exactly the same percentage of deans and sociology faculty in four-year colleges
(59 percent) agreed that publishing an article in a refereed journal would be rewarded
in personnel actions. Comparable percentages for deans and sociology faculty in
universities were 87 percent and 84 percent. Bowker (1981) interpreted these data as
indicating a gradient of ignorance, a decrease in the awareness of internal rewards and
resources from deans to chairs to faculty members. He hypothesized that this gradient
of ignorance was sometimes a deliberate self-control policy of the dean and at other
times a result of lack of attention to communication between the dean and faculty
members on matters considered by the dean to be relatively unimportant, that is to say,
teaching. No matter what the intent, the effect of this gradient of ignorance was to
maximize the dean's discretionary power and control over funding and access to other
teaching support functions.

Further analysis with these data was limited because of a methodological weakw2ss in

the design of the research. All three samplesof deans, sociology chairs and sociology
faculty--were drawn from the same institutioni universe, but the returned questionnaires
did not necessarily come from the same institutions. Questionnaires were simultaneously
sent to the three groups of respondents at a national random sample of institutions, but
return rates were not high enough to create a substantial overlap in the samples. Most

colleges and universities contributed respondents to only two of the samples (such as a
faculty member and a dean, but no department chair), so it was not possible to compare
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perceptions of parallel sets of deans, chairs and faculty from exactly the same
institutions.

This monograph summarizes data from a study specifically designed to correct the
methodological priblem which limited the analysis of the American Sociological
Association's data. Our solution was to mount a larger, more complex study in which
deans, chairs and faculty would report on the same variables within the same period of
time. The scope of the study was extended to investigate a total of nine disciplines
within a national sample of colleges and universities. By progressively sampling
constituents from the same institution, it was possible to guarantee that faculty were
matched with the appropriate chair and dean, thus making it possible to draw stronger
inferences about the operation of the continuum of ignorance and other teaching-related
.processes which may be occurring in America's colleges and universities.

This monograph consists of a series of basic tables' illustrating the conditions of teaching
in American higher education. Many of the tables permit direct comparisons among the

nine disciplines included in the study. Each scholarly discipline represents an
independent study in which we have data from exactly matched samples of deans,
department chairs and faculty members. These nine disciplines enable us to gain a
much fuller view of the conditions in American higher education than would be possible

with data from a single discipline. Comparisons among disciplines are also possible, as
are tests of theories about the differences among the disciplines, such as the Biglan

hypothesis. To facilitate such theory testing, three disciplines were selected from each of
the three major areas of American classical higher education: the physical sciences
(biology, chemistry, mathematics), the social sciences (political science, psychology,
sociology), and the humanities (English, history, music). Interpretations of the tables are
not provided in this monograph. Instead, the monograph will serve as a source
document for journal articles and papers targeted for scholars in each of the nine
disciplines and for students of higher education in general. Our general goal is to
enhance the participation of faculty in institutional governance by increasing their
understanding of the continuum of ignorance, institutional role conflict, and normative
confusion.

METHODOLOGY

The population under consideration is all the U.S. colleges and universities designated
by the editors of the 1984 Barron's Guide (Barron's Profiles of American Colleges, 1984,
14th edition, Woodbury, NY: Barron's Education Services, Inc.). Institutions dominated
by narrow specialties such ls art, music or design were explicitly exc uded from the
population. Institutions with reported total student populations of less than 1,000
students were also eliminated from the sample.

Barron's Guide is organized by state with institutions being alphabetized within each

state listing. A 50 percent sample of the 1,485 entries in the 1984 Barron's Guide was
chosen by starting at the first entry and sequentially numbering the entries. Only the

odd numbered entries were considered for the sample. After one pass through the
guide, 743 numbered entries were available for sampling. Of these entries, a small
portion were too small (less than 1,000 students) or too specialized (e.g. San Francisco
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Art Institute, Ring ley School of Art and Design, Savannah College of Art and Design,
Westminster Choir College, Shenandoah College and Conservatory of Music) to be

included in the sample. After eliminating 255 schools that did not meet the size criteria
and 35 schools that did net meet the generality criteria, 453 institutions remained in the

sample.

A stratified random sample of the remaining institutions was formulated to acquire an
adequate number of responses from the larger institutions. One-third of the stratum
containing the smallest institutions, half of the institutions in the intermediate stratum,

and three-fourths of the large universities comprised the final sampling frame.

It was necessary to telephone each institution to acquire the name of the appropriate

dean or deans. Depending on the organization of the institution, one or more deans
should be appropriately canvassed. .For instance, a smaller, more centralized academic

administration typically has one academic dean, while larger, more specialized and
diverse universities may have many deans heading separate colleges or schools. In

liberal arts colleges, a single dean generally is responsible for all nine disciplines, while

as many as three or four deans might have responsibility for these nine departments in

large research universities. There were 265 deans in these institutions who had

administrative responsibility for the nine disciplines of biology, chemistry, mathematics,
English, history, music, political science, psychology, and sociology.

Fifty-four percent of the 265 deans returned usable questionnaires in which they

identified the chairs of the relevant departments under their jurisdiction. A parallel

instrument was sent to these chairs and a similar return rate of 54 percent was realized.

In both cases, follow-up procedures were applied, which consisted of n additional
mailing to each dean or chair who did not respond. The chairs, in turn, identified

faculty members in their departments. Usable surveys were returned by 38 percent of

the faculty members surveyed. The final samples consisted of 142 deans, 392
department chairs, and 1,172 faculty members. Of the 142 deans, 74 represented schools

with two or more deans; and 68 are from single dean schools. Of the 113 unique

institutions represented, 45 are institutions with more than one dean. Figure 1 details

the sample sizes and return rates for the nine disciplines separately, as well as the

aggregate figures for the total study.

Most of the questions in each survey instrument are duplicated in the other two
questionnaires, which allows us to make direct comparisons of the reports received from

deans, department chairs and faculty members on a wide variety of conditions related to

teaching and research support. These comparisons can be made within each discipline,

within institutional types, or for the nine disciplines as a whole.

The complexities of the initial mailings and the follow-up letters to deans, department

chairs and faculty members were handled using a unique SPSSX program created by one

of the researchers (McFerron, 1990). Although random sampling procedures were used

throughout the study, sampling biases at each stage were magnified by the snowball

sampling design that was utilized to obtain exactly matched samples.
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Figure 1. Sample Sizes by Disciplines and Positions

4

Chairs Faculty
Discipline Deans* Sampled Returned Eatg Samnled. Returned Rate

Biology 32 94 48 51% 411 183 45%
Chemistry 39 86 59 69% 426 172 40%
English 26 92 44 48% 407 155 38%
History 27 91 43 47% 327 109 33%
Mathematics 33 87 47 54% 509 175 34%
Music 29 67 41 61% 311 98 31%
Political Science 19 63 26 41% 171 60 35%
Psychology 25 . 77 47 61% 286 116 41%
Sociology 25 67 37 55% 244 104 43%

Total 142 255* 724 392 3093 1172

Return rates:

Deans = 54% Chairs = 54% Faculty = 38%

*Matched with chairs.

This multi-stage sampling design, the modest return rates, and the disproportionate
stratified composition of the final samples make it necessary to be cautious in claiming
that the data presented in this monograph are representative of the universe of
American colleges and universities. However, we believe that these data provide a
realistic view of teaching conditions in American higher education because of the
consistency among the nine disciplinary sets in this study plus a similarly high degree of
consistency between our results in this study, the original American Sociological
Association's study, and three other studies of graduate deans, continuing education
deans and chief liberal arts academic officers that we have completed in the past (Lynch
and Bowker, 1984; Lynch and Bowker, 1985; Bowker, Lynch and McFerron, 1985).

Choosing the unit of analysis in a study depends on the goals of the study. In the
current research, we had to choose among institutions, deans, departments (represented
by department chairs), and faculty members. Faculty members were chosen as a unit of
analysis because our greatest concern is the effect of certain administrative practices and
arrangements upon the quality of teaching delivered in and outside of classrooms by
these faculty members. Because we chose faculty members as the unit of analysis in the
study, some chairs and deans are not unique individuals in the tables presented in this
monograph. They are the deans and chairs who have been matched individually with
faculty members, which means that a chair or a dean who is represented by two faculty
members in the final sample will be counted as two chairs or two deans in a table that is
based on faculty respondents. Put differently, respondents in the samples of deans and
chairs are weighted differently from respondents in the faculty sample. When presented
for comparative purposes, their weight is equal to the number of faculty members who
are matched with them in the final sample.
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VERIFICATION OF SAMPLE

Verification of the sampling methodology involved repeating the identification of the
1,485 institutions in the 1984 Barron's Guide . For each of the 453 schools in the
50 percent random sample, variables expressing highest degree offered (bachelor's,
master's, doctorate), affiliation (private, public, church-related), number of
undergraduate students, and number of graduate students, were gathered from the
individual articles in Barron's Guide . These data were recorded on data sheets and
subsequently entered into a data file. A chi-square analysis was run to determine the
similarity between the population and the sample.

The chi-square goodness-of-fit analysis for highest degree, affiliation, and number of
graduate students results in differences between the observed proportions and the
hypothesized proportions that are not statistically significant at the .05 level. For total
students the difference is not significant at the .005 level. The representativeness of the
sample is confirmed. The demographic profile of the 113 institutions in the final sample
is shown in Figure 2 through Figure 5. Figure 6 shows the departmental proportions in
the final sample.

Figure 2. Institutions by Total Student Enrollment

Frequency Percent
.111111=0.10111

2000 or less 26 23.0

2001-3000 23 20.4

3001-5000 18 15.9

More than 5000 46 40.7

Total 113 100.0

1 ()
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Figure 3. Institutions by Graduate Student Enrollment

Frequency Percent

None 28 24.8

1-500 32 28.3

501-2000 37 32.7

More than 2000 16 14.2

Total 113 100.0

Figure 4. Institutional Affiliation

im

Frequency Percent

Private-Independent 24 21.2

Church Related 27 23.9

Public 62 54.9

Total 113 100.0
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Figure 5. Institutions by Highest Degree Offered

Frequency Percent

Bachelor's 27 23.9

Master's 51 45.1

Doctorate 35 31.0

Total 113 100.0

Figure 6, Departmental Proportions in Sample

Department
Chairs

Frequency Percent
Faculty

Frequency Percent

Biology 48 12.2 183 15.6

Chemistry 59 15.1 172 14,7

English 44 11.2 155 13.2

History 43 11.0 109 9.3

Mathematics 47 12.0 175 14.9

Music 41 10.5 98 8.4

Political Science 26 6.6 60 5.1

Psychology 47 12.0 116 9.9

Sociology 37 9.4 104 8.9

Total 392 100.0 1172 100.0
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ACCESSING THE TABLES

The next several pages index the tables included in this monograph. To assist in further
research, the tables have been cross-referenced by category. Following the categorized
index, the title of each table is listed numerically. Lastly, the bulk of the monograph
consists of the tables themselves.

13



CATEGORIZED LIST OF TABLES

A. TEACHING LOAD

Table Title

1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample

1 Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

108. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Deans' Sample

109. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Chairs' Sample

110. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample

111. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' Sample

112. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' Sample

113. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Faculty Sample

114. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sa:. ple

115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Deans' Sample

116, Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs' Sample

117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sample

118. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty Sample

143. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching,
Chairs' Sample

144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching,
Faculty Sample

198. Regression of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'
Sample

199. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables,
Deans' Sample

200. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

1 4
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201. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors' Salary and
Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

202. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Deans' Assessment
Variables, Chairs' Sample

203. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

B. FUNDS FOR EXCELLENCE

General

59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy

60. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy

61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources,

62. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources,

88. Relationships Between Selected Resource
of Departmental Teaching Quality

91. Relationships Between Selected Resource
of Departmental Research Quality

119. Resource Adequacy by Deans' Department

Variables, Chairs' Sample

Variables, Faculty Sample

Chairs' Sample

Faculty Sample

Adequacy Variables and Dean's Ratings

Adequacy Variables and Dean's Ratings

Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample

188. Adequacy of Full Professors' Salaries by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans'
Sample

197. Regression of Professors' Salary on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'
Sample

Teaching

6. Funds for Offering Courses Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample

7. Funds for Sabbaticals to Improve Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

107. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Formal Rewards

135. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

15
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136. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

175. Relationships Between Formal Rewards for Teaching and Resource Adequacy

176. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Deans' Sample

177. Adlquacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Chairs' Sample

178; Adequacy of Resources for Offeiing Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Faculty Sample

179. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Deans' Sample

180. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Chairs' Sample

181. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Faculty Sample

3. Funds for Travel to Conferences by Discipline, Faculty Sample

4. Funds for Research by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample

5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample

120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Grants, Faculty Sample

1 6
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121. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Grants, Faculty Sample

111

122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample

123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample

124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample

125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample

126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

131. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

133. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

134. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

182. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight
for Publishing, Deans' Sample

183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Tenure Weight
for Publishing, Chairs' Sample

1 1 7



184. Adequacy of
for Research,

185. Adequacy of
for Research,

186. Adequacy of
for Research,

187. Adequacy of
for Research,

13

Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight
Faculty Sample

Resources for Research by Senior

Resources for Research by Senior

Resources for Research by Senior
Faculty Sample

Deans' Sample

Chairs' Sample

C. TENURE

General

26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position

46. Relationships

47. Relationships

48. Relationships

Among Tenure Weights and

Among Tenure Weights and

Among Tenure Weights and

56. Factor Analysis of Variables

57. Factor Analysis of Variables

58. Factor Analysis of Variables

Professors by Merit Salary Awards

Professors by Merit Salary Awards

Professors by Merit Salary Awards

Merit

Merit

Merit

Salary Awards,

Salary Awards,

Salary Awards,

in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,

in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,

in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,

Deans' Sample

Chairs' Sairple

Faculty Sample

Deans' Sample

Chairs' Sample

Faculty Sample

145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

Teaching

8. Tenure

49. Tenure

53 Tenure

Weight

Weight

Weight

54. Tenure Weight
Sample

for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

for Teaching by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample

for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sample

for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty

99 Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans Sample

Is



146,

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

204.

1
152.

1 153.

1 154.

205.

206.

207.

208.

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Teaching, Deans' Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Teaching, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Quality, Deans' Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Quality, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Quality, Faculty Sample

14

Standards--

S tandards--

S tandards--

S tandards--Course

S tandards--Course

S tandards--Course

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables,
Faculty Sample

Regression ot' Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource Adequacy
Variables, Faculty Sample

Ressarch

50. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample

100, Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans'
Publishing, Deans' Sample

Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans'
Publishing, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans'
Publishing, Faculty Sample

Department Assessment

Department Assessment

Department Assessment

I !)

Standards--

Standards--

Standards--
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155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans'
Research, Deans' Sample

156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans'
Research, Chairs' Sample

157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans'
Research, Faculty Sample

Department

Department

Department

Assessment

Assessment

Assessment

Standards--

Standards--

Standards--

209. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

210. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sampk

211. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Assessment Variables,

Faculty Sample

212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

214. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

215. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected

Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

216. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Assessment Variables,

Faculty Sample

217. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected

Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource Adequacy
Variables, Faculty Sample

Smicg

51. Tenure Weight for
Sample

52. Tenure Weight for
Sample

Institutional Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Community Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty

20

15
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158. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--National Reputation, Deans' Sample

159. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department
Assessment StandardsNational. Reputation, Chairs' Sample

160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans' Department
Assessment StandardsNational Presentation, Faculty Sample

161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment
StandardsInternal Reputation, Deans' Sample

162. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Internal Reputation, Chairs' Sample

163. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Internal Reputation, Faculty Sample

D. MERIT PAY

agllai

27. Reports of Merit Salary Awards, by Position

56. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Deans' Sample

57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Chairs' Sample

58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Faculty Sample

164. Relationship Between Selected Merit Salary Variables and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

Teaching

9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty
Sample

101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

165. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standi rds--
Teaching, Deans' Sample

21
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166. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Chairs' Sample

167. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

168. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Deans' Sample

169. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Chairs' Sample

170. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Faculty Sample

171. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample

Research

102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

172. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Deans' Sample

173. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Chairs' Sample

174. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Faculty Sample

E. ASSESSMENT OF DEPARTMENT QUALITY

Geinal

30. Perceptions of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans' Program
Assessments

36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Sample

37. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample

39. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors

43. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Deans' Sample

44. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Chairs' Sample

22



45. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample

63. Relationship Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Sample

64. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample

65. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Faculty Sample

72. Relationships Among Department Chairs' Performance Variables

87. Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Deparonent Assessment

Factors

105. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Student Attrition by Deans' Race,

Deans' Sample

141. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of
Resources, Faculty Sample

142. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment

Factors

Darling

10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assessment of

Department Quality, by Discipline

11. Quality of Departmental Teaching, as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by

Discipline

31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality of Teaching and Research in Nine Departments

40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

41. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Research by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Publishing, Faculty Sample

42. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Publishing, Faculty Sample

89, Department Teaching Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

90. Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

1
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94. Department Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample

221. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Teaching Quality on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

231. Regression of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected ammunications,
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample

Research

12. Quality of Departmental Research, as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by

Discipline

38. Deans' Department Assessmert Standards--Publishing by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teachl.ig, Chairs' Sample

92. Department Research Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--
Research, Faculty Sample

93. Department Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards tbr Research, Faculty

Sample

95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample

219. Regression of Deans' Departmental AssessmentExtramural Grants on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

220. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Publication Rate on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

232. Regression of Quality of Department Research on Selected Communications,
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample

F. IMPACT ON THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION

Faculty Impact on ()wilily

13. Influence of Faculty Committees on the Direction of Policy, by Discipline

14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the
Education, by Discipline

68. Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department
Teaching, Faculty Sample

Quality of Departmental

A ssessment Standards--

103. Committee Influence by institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

04

19



222. R.4ression of Committee
Deans' Sample

223. Regression of Committee
Sample

Chairs' Impact on Ouality,

73.

74. Chairs'
Faculty

75.

76. Chairs'
Faculty

20

Influence on Selected Institutional Characteristics,

Influence on Selected Assessment Variables, Faculty

Chairs' Impact on Educational
Sample

Chairs'
Chairs'

Impact on
Sample

Impact on
Sample

Impact on
Sample

Quality by Chairs' Management Style, Faculty

Educational Quality by Chairs' Communication with Faculty,

Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality,

Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality,

DIDASULUDASL9-12.1-0-1-1

66. Deans'
Sample

n li

Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style, FacUlty

67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Communication with Faculty,
Faculty Sample

69. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

104. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans'
Sample

224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'
Sample

225, Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Assessment Variables, Chairs' Sample

G. AC 'rNALAIEn STYLE

Deans,

15. Faculty Members' Rating of the Dean's Management Style, By Discipline

33. Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position
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70. Deans' Management Style by Deans' Department Assessment
Faculty Sample

226. Regression of Deans' Management
Deans' Sample

227. Regression of Deans' Management
Faculty Sample

21

Standards--Teaching,

Style on Selected Institutional Characteristics,

Style on Selected Assessment Variables,

Chairs

16. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline

77. Chairs' Management Style by Dean's Management Style, Chairs' Sample

78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Faculty Sample

H. COMMUNICATION STYLE

Deans

17. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Communications, by Discipline

32. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Chairs, by Position

34. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Faculty, by Position

71. Deans' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Department Assessment
standardsTeaching, Faculty Sample

228. Regression of Deans' Communication with Chairs on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

229. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected lnstiwtional
Characteristics, Deans Sample

Chairs

18. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline

35. Perceptions of the Chairs' Communication with Faculty, by Position

i;



79. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication
Chairs' Sample

80. Chairs' Communwaion with Faculty by Deans' Communication
Faculty Sample

I. SUPPORT FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT

21. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by

Discipline

22. Proportion of Total Costs for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by the

Institution, by Discipline

23. Professional Development Funds Per Faculty Member, by Discipline

24. Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professors, by Position

25. Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories of Faculty Support,

by Position

189. Relationships Between Professional Development Variables, Selected Formal
Rewards and Selected Deans' Departmental Assessment Factors

with Faculty,

with Faculty,

22

190. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attendeo by Faculty, by Deans'
Department Assessment StandardsPapers Given at Professional Meetings,
Faculty Sample

191, Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Papers Given at Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample

192. . al Professional Development Support by Deans' Department Assessment
StandardsResearch, Faculty Sample

193. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

194. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty

Sample

195. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Tenure
Weight for Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample

196. Proportion of Meeting At!endance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure Weight for
Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample

0")
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J. RESOURCE ALLOCATION POLICY

28, Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Outstanding Programs,
by Position

29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Inferior Programs, by
Position

97. Deans' Priorities--Upgrading Inferior Departments by Institution's Highest Degree,

Deans' Sample

98. Deans' Priorities--Maintaining Outstanding Departments by Institution's Highest

Degree, Deans' Sample

K. CIIARACTERISTICSOF RESPONDENTS

19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline

20. Race of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline

81. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics,
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy

82. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

83. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal
Rewards, Deans' Performance and Chairs' Performance

84. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Chairs' Characteristics,
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy

85. Relationships Between Selected Deans' Characteristics and Deans' Performance
Variables

86. Relationships Between Selected Chairs' Characteristics and Chairs' Performance
Variables

96. Relationship Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal
Rewards and Deans' Performance

106. Relationship Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors
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NUMERICAL LIST OF TABLES

Idle. Mk_

1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample

2. Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

3. Funds for Travel to Conferences by Discipline, Faculty Sample

4. Funds for Research by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample

5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample

6. Funds for Offering Courses Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample

7. Funds for Sabbaticals to Improve Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

8. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assessment of
Department Quality, by Discipline

11. Quality of Departmental Teaching as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by
Discipline

12. Quality of Departmental Research as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by
Discipline

13. Influence of Faculty Committees on the Direction of Policy, by Discipline

14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the Quality of Departmental
Education, by Discipline

15. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Management Style, by Discipline

16. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline

17. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Communications, by Discipline

18. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline

19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline

20. Race of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline
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21. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by

Discipline

22. Propoition of Total Costs for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by

the Institution, by Discipline

23. Professional Development Funds per Faculty Member, by Discipline

24. Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professors, by Position

25. Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories of Faculty Support,

by Position

26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position

27. Reports of Merit Salary Awards, by Position

28. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Outstanding Programs,

by Position

29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Inferior Programs, by

Position

30. Perceptions of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans' Program
Assessments

31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality of Teacl.'1.f. and Research in Nine Departments

32. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Chairs, by Position

33. Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position

34. ?.ptions of the Deans' Communication with Faculty, by Position

35. Perceptions of the Chairs' Communication with Faculty, by Position

36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Sample

37. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample

38. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Publishing by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

39. Relationships A.,iong Deans' Department Assessment Factors

40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

a 0
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41. Deans' Department Assessment StandardsResearch by Deans' Department

Assessment StandardsPublishing, Faculty Sample

42. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Publishing, . Faculty Sample

43. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Deans' Sample

44. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Chairs' Sample

45. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample

46. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Deans' Sample

47. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Chairs' Sample

48. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Faculty Sample

49. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample

50. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample

51. Tenure Weight for Institutional Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

52. Tenure Weight for Community Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

51 Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

54. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty

Sample

55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty

Sample

56. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Deans' Sample

57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Chairs' Sample

58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Faculty Sample

59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

60. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

31



61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Chairs' Sample

62. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Faculty Sample

63. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Sample

64. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample

65. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Faculty Sample

66. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style, Faculty

Sample

67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Communications with Faculty,

Faculty Sample

68. Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

69. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

70. Deans' Management Style by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

71. Deans' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Deparment Assessment
StandardsTeaching, Faculty Sample

72. Relationships Among Department Chairs' Performance Variables

73. Chairs' Impact on
Sample

74. Chails' Impact on
Faculty Sample

75. Chairs' Impact on
Chairs' Sample

76. Chairs' Impact on
Faculty Sample

77. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Chairs' Sample

78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Faculty Sample

Educational

Educational

Educational

Educational

27

Quality by Chairs' Management Style, Faculty

Quality by Chairs' Communication with Faculty,

Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality,

Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality,

32
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Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Dean's Communication with Faculty,

Chairs' Sample

Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication with Faculty,

Faculty Sample

Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics,
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy

Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

Relationships. Between Department Characteristics and Deans° Priorities, Formal

Rewards, Deans' Performance and Chairs' Performance

Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Chairs' Characteristics,
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy

Relationships Between Selected Deans' Characteristics and Deans' Performance

Variables

Relationships Between Selected Chairs' Chara,:teristics and Chairs' Performance

Variables

Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Department Assessment

Factors

Relationships Between Selected Resource Adevacy Variables and Deans'
Ratings of Departmental Teaching Quality

Department Teaching Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Deans'
Ratings of Departmental Research Quality

Department Research Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Faculty Sample

Department
Sample

Department

Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty

Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample

"-'71
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95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample

96. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal
Rewards and Deans' Performance

97. Deans' PrioritiesUpgrading Inferior Departments by Institution's Highest
Degree, Deans' Sample

98. Deans' PrioritiesMaintaining Outstanding Departments by Institution's Highest
Degree, Deans' Sample

99. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' ample

100. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

103. Committee Influence by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

104. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans'
Sample

105. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Student Attrition by Deans' Race,
Deans' Sample

106. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

107. Relationships Between

108. Faculty Teaching Load

109. Faculty Teaching Load

110. Faculty Teaching Load

111. Faculty Teaching Load

112. Faculty Teaching Load

113. Faculty Teaching Load

114. Faculty Teaching Load

Teaching Variables and Formal Rewards

by Tenure

by Tenure

by Tenure

by Tenure

by Tenure

by Tenure

by Tenure

Weight

Weight

Weight

Weight

Weight

Weight

Weight

for Teaching, Deans' Sample

for Teaching, Chairs' Sample

for Teaching, Faculty Sample

for Publishing, Deans' Sample

for Publishing, Chairs' Sample

for Publishing, Faculty Sample

for Research, Faculty Sample

115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary 4wards for Teaching, Deans' Sample
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116. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs' Sample

117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sample

118. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty Sample

119. Resource Adequacy by Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty

Sample

120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Grants, Faculty Sample

121. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards-7Grants, Faculty Sample

.122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample

123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample

124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample

125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample

126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Dean:: Sample

127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department
Assessman t Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Dea:Is' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans'
Department Assessment StandardsResearch, Chairs' Sample

131. Adequacy of Resourct. for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans'
Department Asse:smcnt StandardsResearch, Faculty Samplt:
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132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

133. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

134. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

135. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

136. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department

1
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

141. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of
Resources, Faculty Sample

142. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment
Factors

143. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standard--Teaching,
Chairs' Sample

144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching,
Faculty sample

145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

146. T ,nure Weight for Tearhing by Deans' Department Assessment
standardsTeaching, Deans' Sample

147. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
StandardsTeaching, Chairs' Sample
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148. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

149. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Course Quality, Deans' Sample

150. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Course Quality, Chairs' Sample

151. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Course Quality, Faculty Sample

152. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Publishing, Deans' Sample

153. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Publishing, Chairs' Sample

154. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards.-Publishing, Faculty Sample

155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

158. Tenure Weight fo, Servive to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department

Assessment StandardsNational Reputation, Deans' Sample

159. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--National Reputation, Chairs' Sample

160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--National Presentation, Faculty Sample

161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Internal Reputation, Deans' Sample

162. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment

StandardsInternal Reputation, Chairs' Sample

3 7
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172.

174.

1
175.

1 176.

177.

1 178.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

173.

Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans'
StandardsInternal Reputation, Faculty Sample

Relationships Between Selected Merit Salary Variables
Assessment Factors

Department Assessment

and Deans' Department

33

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Deans' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Deans' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Course Quality, Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Deans' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Research, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Relationships Between Formal Rewards for Teaching and Resource Adequacy

Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for l'eaching,

Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching,

Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tcnure Weight for Teaching,

Faculty Sample

3S
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179. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Deans' Sample

180. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Chairs' Sample

181. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching,
Faculty Sample

182. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight
for Publishing, Deans' Sample

183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Tenure Weight
for Publishing, Chairs' Sample

184. Adequacy of R-,2scurces for Research by Untenured Professors, by Ty 'lure Weight
for Research, Faculty Sample

185. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary
Awards for Research, Deans' Sample

186. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary
Awards for Research, Chairs' Sample

187. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior *Professors by Merit Salary
Awards for Research, Faculty Sample

188. Adequacy of Full Professors' Salaries by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans'
Sample

189, Relationships Between Professional Development Variables, Selected Formal
Rewards and Selected Deans' Department Assessment Factors

190. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Papers Given at Professional Meetings,
Faculty Sample

I al
I Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Deans' Department

Assessment StandardsPapers Given at Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample

192. Total Professional Development Support by Deans Department Assessment
StandardsResearch, Faculty Sample

193. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty
Sample

:3
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Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty

Sample

Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Tenure

Weight for Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample

Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure Weight for

Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample

Regression
Sample

Regression
Sample

of Professors' Salary on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'

of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'

Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables,

Deans' Sample

Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors' Salary and
Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

Regression of : zrcentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Deans' Assessment
Variables, Chairs' Sample

Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Regression of Tenure We ,-ht for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables,
Faculty Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource Adequacy
Variables, Faculty Sample

Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

4 0



210. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected

Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

211, Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Assessment Variables,

Faculty Sample

212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected

Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected

Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

214, Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

215, Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

216, Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Assessment Variables,
Faculty Sample

217, Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected

Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource Adequacy
Variables, Faculty Sample

219, Regression of Deans' Department Assessment--Extramural Grants on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

220. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Publication Rate cr Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

221. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Teaching Quality on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

222. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Institutional Characteristics,

Deans' Sample

223. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Assessment Variables, Facult>
Sainple

224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans'

Sample

225. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Assessment Variables, Chairs' Sample
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226. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Institutional Characteristics,

Deans' Sample

227. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Assessment Variables,

Faculty Sample

228. Regression of Deans' Communication with Chairs on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

229, Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

231. Regression of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected Communications,
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample

232. Regression of Quality of Department Research on Selected Communications,
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample

4 4"
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Table 1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample

Teaching Load

Discipline

Biology_ Chemistry English History Math Music PolSci Psych. Sociology Tote].

None 0% 4% 3% 1% 2% 1% 8% 4% 0% 2%

1-7 Semester Credits 21% 31% 8% 10% 14% 2% 25% 20% 14% 17%

8-10 Semester Credits 31% 27% 24% 38% 24% 11% 25% 26% 32% 27%

11-13 Semester Credits 38% 33% 54% 41% 48% 56% 33% 45% 44% 44%

14 or More Semester 9% 6% 12% 10% 12% 30% 8% 5% 11% 11%
Credits

Total 99%* 101%* 101%* 100% 100% 100% 99%* 100% 101%* 101%*

183 172 155 109 175 98 60 116 104 1172

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.

tab2.tabl.)aw
4/1/91
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Table 2. Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

sci ne

Time Spent Te.qiiixag..----_JDIS.OJIT/JIERILPILYEllglitlib History Math Music Po1ScJ. Psych. Sociology Total

Less than 25% 7% 11% 4% 5% 4% 2% 0% 4% 0% 5%

25% - 49% 22% 27% 8% 18% 14% 9% 27% 30% 29% 20%

50% - 74% 29% 22% 35% 43% 33% 28% 48% 37% 44% 33%

75% or more 43% 39% 54% 34% 50% 61% 25% 29% 28% 42%

Total 101%* 101%* 101%* 100% 101%* 100% 100% 100% 101%* 100%

N 182 168 153 108 173 97 59 114 101 1155

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.

tab2.tab2.jaw
4/1/91
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Table 3. Funds for Travel to Conferences by niscipline, Faculty Sample

Level of Funding for
Travel to Conferences

Disci l ne

BiolgayChemigtry_ English History MathMusic PolSci Psych. S_Q21521211,21

Poor 30% 40% 29% 27% 19% 38% 35% 33% 47% 32%

Fair 39% 26% 31% 39% 42% 39% 40% 32% 33% 35%

Good 23% 28% 26% 26% 30% 20% 15% 23% 14% 24%

Excellent 8% 6% 14% 8% 9% 3% 10% 12% 7% 9%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%* 300%

N 179 169 153 107 171 98 60 116 103 1156

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.

tab2.tab3.3aw
4/1/91
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Table 4. Funds for Resaarch by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample

Level of Funding eci line =EM1MISEMIIIMENIM.11.

for Research by

Poor 37% 31% 42% 39% 33% 64% 29% 32% 44% 38%

Fair 32% 32% 35. 32% 46% 26% 44% 40% 3E% 36%

Good 26% 30% 19'4 25% 19% 9% 22% 19% 16% 21%

Excellent 6% 8% 4% 4% 2% 1% 5% 9% 6% 5%

Total 101%* 101%* 100'. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%* 100%

N 178 170 152 100 163 89 59 115 101 1127

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due *o statistical rounding procedurz.

tri
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Table 5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample

Level of Funding for
Library Journals

Disc' line

Biolo C e ibtr E alish Histo Math Music P. s s c . Soo o o ota

Poor 27% 22% 23% 28% 16% 15% 27% 24% 32% 23%

Fair 40% 30% 34% 43% 36% 41% 33% 33% 32% 36%

Good 26% 39% 36% 19% 40% 34% 37% 32% 28% 33%

Excellent 7% 8% 7% 10% 8% 10% 3% 10% 7% 8%

Total 100% 99%* 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99%* 99%* 100%

N 181 171 151 107 168 96 60 114 102 1150

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.



1111 1111 11111 1111 ON Nal Ile 1111 111 NI NS CM NI ON NI 1111 NI MN

Table 6. Funds for Offering Courses Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample

MI.M11:=111=IM

Discipline

Level of Funding for

91,19 cou se
Socioloav Total

Poor 7% 4% 13% 11% 5% 5% 9% 6% 12% 8%

Fair 22% 20% 35% 26% 20% 25% 30% 22% 34% 25%

Good 56% 63% 44% 54% 62% 59% 51% 53% 46% 55%

Excellent 15% 13% 8% 10% 14% 11% 10% 20% 8% 12%

Total 100% 100% 100% 101%* 101%* 100% 100% 101%* 100% 100%

178 166 148 102 168 97 57 116 100 1132

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 7. Funds for Sabbaticals to Improve Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

Discipline

Level of Funding
o Sabbat'c.l, Bio o Chemist sto at

Poor 32% 36% 35% 33% 36% 21% .% 32% 33% 32

Fair 30% 26% 35% 26% 27% 40% 47% 32% 33% 32%

Good 30% 28% 26% 30% 31% 30% 28% 24% 30% 29%

Excellent 8% 10% 5% 11% 6% 8% 4% 12% 3% 7%

Total 100% 100% 101%* 100% 100% 99%* 100% 100% 99%* 100%

173 166 150 103 166 94 57 115 102 1126

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 8. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Discipliner Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight
(1 = Highest Weiaht)

Discipline

Biology Chemistry English Histoty Math Music Po4ci

51%

17%

30%

2%

100%

59

Psv9b.

40%

21%

27%

12%

100%

116

Socioloov

47%

18%

29%

7%

101%*

103

Total

53%

15%

26%

6%

100%

1143

1

2

3

4, 5, 6

Total

N

49%

11%

31%

8%

99%*

179

40%

17%

38%

4%

99%*

166

68%

14%

16%

3%

101%*

148

45%

24%

23%

8%

100%

106

62%

11%

21%

6%

100%

169

77%

5%

13%

4%

99%*

97

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.



Table 9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample

Discipline

Proportion Using Merit
Increases to Reward
Excellence in Teachina

Biology 43% 180

Chemistry 46% 164

English 50% 146

History 40% 106

Mathematics 54% 169

Music 53% 90

Political Science 64% 58

Psychology 56% 111

Sociology 47% 100

Total 49% 1124

C(1
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Table 10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assesciment of Department Quality, by

Discipline

Deans' Value Placed
Oi Teach n

Discipline

Biolo Chemist n 1' h H'stor Mat Music Po Sci 8 C Soc olo ota

Not Important 10% 8% 5% 12% 4% 2% 9% 9% 5% 7%

Some Importance 26% 28% 21% 19% 20% 9% 16% 22% 26% 22%

Important 35% 34% 32% 34% 38% 42% 40% 35% 41% 36%

Very Important 29% 30% 43% 34% 38% 47% 36% 34% 29% 35%

Total 100% 100% 101%* 99%* 100% 100% 101%* 100% 101%* 100%

178 168 150 105 168 93 58 113 101 1134

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.

(' j
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Table 11. Quality of Departmental TPlching as Rated by Departmental Faculty. by Discipline

Qacipline

Chemistiy____EnallEhath
Quality of
flapartmental Teaching Biology Music Po Se i_y_gyells119219j.sly____,Tagl

Inferior 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1%

Fair 9% 12% 14% 10% 13% 9% 15% 8% 16% 12%

Good 65% 64% 62% 56% 62% 65% 55% 60% 69% 63%

Oltstanding 25% 22% 24% 34% 24% 26% 30% 30% 16% 25%

Total 99%* 99%* 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%* 101%*

182 169 152 109 172 97 60 116 102 1159

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 12. Quality of Departmental Research as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by Discipline

Quality of
Zebartmental Research

Discilin

Biology chemiatry English Histoxy Math_ _Music PolSci Psych. Sociolwv Total

Inferior 9% 11% 9% 6% 22% 9% 12% 13% 9% 11%

Fair 47% 42% 45% 21% 42% 38% 28% 27% 42% 39%

Good 35% 34% 40% 53% 32% 42% 50% 41% 40% 39%

Outstanding 9% 13% 6% 20% 4% 12% 10% 19% 9% 11%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%* 100% 100% 100% 100%

N 182 168 152 109 170 96 60 116 100 1153

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 13. Influence of Faculty Committees on the Direction of Policy, by Discipline

Influence of
filigalty Co Lii ttees

Di

Bioloav C em'st sto

Not influential 16% 19% 18% 20% 16% 13% 17% 14% 21% 17%

Some influence 44% 41% 37% 38% 42% 44% 41% 46% 52% 43%

Influential 32% 27% 30% 32% 28% 34% 30% 34% 21% 30%

Very influential 8% 13% 14% 9% 14% 9% 12% 6% 6% 11%

Total 100% 100% 99%* 99%* 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%*

N 181 170 152 106 171 98 59 115 101 1155

,111
*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the Quality of Departmenial Education, by Discipline

Discipline
Impact ol Faculty on
_pnIi.olsmyciyg1.1DeartmetalEducatiornistrEnlis HistorT_ Math Music PolSci Psych. Socioloqx__IgIA1

None

Limited degree

Fairly much

Very much

Total

N

*Where percentages

C

3% 1% 5% 6% 3% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3%

32% 32% 38% 321 44% 14% 42% 33% 39% 34%

50% 44% 36% 46% 40% 56% 40% 50% 43% 4bt

16% 22% 21% 16% 13% 28% 15% 14% 16% 18%

101%* 99%* 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101%* 101%* 100%

177 169 154 104 174 95 60 115 103 1151

do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 15. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Management Style, by Discipline

isc ne

Ratings of
Deans' ManacatentBioloCta21ististorMath Music PolSe Ps ch. Sociolo ota

Low participation 16% 16% 18% 20% 11% 19% 21% 18% 15% 17%

Low average 21% 20% 13% 16% 17% 23% 21% 25% 12% 18%

Average 30% 20% 18% 26% 41% 29% 29% 32% 33% 28%

High average 26% 33% 38% 22% 28% 23% 17% 22% 34% 28%

High participation 8% 11% 14% 16% 4% 8% 12% 4% .7% 9%

Total 101%* 100% 101%* 100% 101%* 99%* 100% 1011%* 101%* 100%

N 173 162 149 103 170 94 58 114 101 1124

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 16. Faculty Members Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline

SC

Ratings ofChairs:_M_Aalgarnesh I1ietorv 4atMt_tjal2ayTiatg

Low participation 8% 6% 7% 9% 9% 15% 7% 9% 8% 8%

Low average 11% 19% 12% 12% 12% 13% 14% 10% 16% 13%

Average 18% 18% 17% 27% 18% 20% 17% 13% 22% 19%

High average 33% 28% 35% 26% 36% 24% 41% 40% 26% 32%

High participation 30% 29% 29% 27% 26% 28% 22% 29% 28% 28%

Total 100% 100% 100% 101%* 101%* 100% 101%* 101%* 100% 100%

N 175 162 150 105 171 94 59 115 100 1131

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 17. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Communications, by Discipline

Ratings of
Deans' CommElications

DIsciIine

Biolo Chemist ish H'storv M t usic s c So olo 1

Very little 22% 21% 20% 27% 15% 27% 25% 22% 22% 22%

Low average 26% 18% 20% 21% 18% 22% 17% 19% 19% 20%

Average 20% 23% 21% 18% 39% 19% 25% 28% 30% 25%

High average 19% 24% 26% 25% 21% 22% 25% 24% 23% 23%

Very much 12% 15% 13% 9% 8% 10% 7% 7% 5% 10%

Total 99%* 101%* 100% 100% 101%* 100% 99%* 100% 99%h 100%

176 164 151 103 171 94 59 114 103 1135

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 18. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline

Ratings of Chairs'
communicatons Ch sto

Very little

__pioloov

9% 9% 6% 8% 11% 19% 10% 4% 10% 9%

Low average 10% 10% 10% 13% 9% 7% 12% 9% 12% 10%

Average 12% 21% 14% 11% 17% 18% 15% 17% 19% 16%

High average 33% 29% 28% 31% 28% 19% 33% 30% 29% 29%

Very much 36% 31% 41% 36% 34% 36% 30% 40% 31% 35%

Total 100% 100% 99%* 99%* 99%* 99%* 100% 100% 101%* 99%*

176 166 152 106 174 94 60 115 101 1144

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.

141 7:,
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Table 19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline

Geg_dtr

Percent
-

Percent
-_

Biology la 82 177

Chemistry 6 94 168

English 34 66 155

History 13 87 106

Mathematics 16 84 174

Music 16 84 94

Political Science 13 87 60

Psychology 25 75 115

Sociology 31 69 101

Total 19 81 1150



Table 20. Race of Facult; Respondents, by Discipline

I _

Race

Percent Percent

Biology 3 97 177

Chemistry 7 93 167

English 6 94 153

History . a 92 105

Mathematics a 92 170

Music 7 93 95

Political Science 7 93 59

Psychology 4 96 115

Sociology 10 90 103

Total 6 94 1144
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Table 21. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by Discipline

Professional
Meetings ttended

Disci ne

olo Che 1st lis sto Music P0 S 0. Tota

0 20% 22% 28% 21% 35% 34% 18% 22% 17% 25%

1 34% 30% 24% 29% 34% 34% 33% 31% 30% 31%

2 24% 22% 294, 25% 17% 15% 15% 28% 27% 23%

3 15% 15% 10% 16% 6% 8% 20% 13% 17% 13%

4 or more 7% 11% 8% 9% 9% 8% 13% 7% 9% 9%

Total 100% 100% 99%* 100% 101%* 99%* 99%* 101%* 100% 101%*

183 172 155 109 175 98 60 116 104 1172

"Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 22. Proportion of Total Costs for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by the Institution, by

Discipline

Proporf..ion of E1122.1.21tha

olSci Psych. Socioloav TotalMeeting Costs Paid
b Inst t tions Biolos Che istr En. h Histor at Mut; c

Zero 21% 34% 13% 16% 16% 35% 15% 25% 17% 22%

1% - 25% 14% 9% 10% 12% 6% 10% 25% 12% 21% 12%

26% - 50% 13% 10% 19% 25% 11% 14% 12% 20% 14% 15%

51% - 75% 11% 11% 17% 13% 11% 14% 14% 15% 20% 13%

76% - 90% 15% 9% 14% 19% 16% 19% 19% 12% 10% 14%

91% or more 27% 26% 27% 15% 41% 8% 15% 16% 18% 23%

Total 101%* 99%* 100% 100% 101%* 100% ',my 100% 100% 99%*

160 149 120 93 128 78 52 96 92 968

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures.
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Table 23. Professional Development Funds per Faculty Member, by Discipline

Professional
pvpzE_42AsBij_:do_qySLJ:oj,yg11_eelornetlestrEn'sh

Discipline

History_atabMa

Zero 9% 17% 13% 14% 16% 28% 9% 13% 10% 14%

$1 - $250 17% 12% 21% 19% 17% 26% 26% 22% 19% 19%

$251 - $500 20% 13% 23% 28% 22% 17% 14% 18% 29% 20%

$501 - $1,000 18% 16% 16% 15% 20% 19% 16% 10% 24% 17%

$1,001 - $2,000 14% 18% ,u% 12% 7% 3% 18% 11% 11% 12%

More than $2,000 22% 24% 16% 11% 18% 6% 16% 26% 6% 18%

Total 100% 100% 99%* 101%* 100% 99%* 99%* 100% 99%* 100%

N 177 169 146 105 162 93 55 110 99 1116

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to si:.atistical rounding procedures.
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Table 24. Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professors, by Position

Eositions
Adequacy of Salaries Percent Percent Percent
of Full Professors Deans Chairs Faculty

Very poor 1 7 7

Poor 24 32 32

Average 39 44 40

Good 23 15 16

Very good 12 3

Total 99* 101* 100

140 392 1140

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding
procedures.



Table 25. Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories of

Faculty Support, by Position

Availability of Funds*

Positions

Percent
Deans

Percent
Chairs

Percent
Faculty

Travel to conferences 49 39 33

Travel to develop graats .21 19 15

Research by senior professors 31 18 21

Research by untenured professors 36 26 26

Purchase of computer equipment 63 43 44

Purchase of research equipment 28 18 20

Purchase of library books 54 55 48

Purchase of library journals 54 40 41

Personnel for grant development 27 22 24

Offering courses frequently enough 86 78 67

Student research assistants 21 21 19

Student teaching assistants 28 39 32

Sabbaticals to improve teaching 58 46 36

Sabbaticals to do publishable research 64 56 46

N 142 392 1172

*Percentages refer to the proportion of respondents in each position who

estimate the availability of funds for a given support category to be good or

excellent.



Table 26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position

Tenure Weights*

Positions**

Percent
Deans

Percent
Chairs

Percent
Faculty

Teaching 77 76 53

Research 10 14 16

Publication 18 19 35

Committees 0 1 2

Professional Organizations 0 0 0

Community Service 0 0 0

N 142 392 1172

*Percentages refer to the proportion of respondents in each position who

rated each factor as the most important factor in tenure decisions (highest

tenure weight).

**Percentages sum more than 100 because of ties for the highest ranking tenure

we ight.

E:1
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Table 27. Reports of Merit Salary Awards, by Position

Posj.tions

Percent Percent Percent

Merit...Warv Awa:;ds QUM

For teaching 75 67 49

For research 75 64 65

For community service 38 34 20

140 392 1172

f()



Table 28. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for

Outstanding Programs/ by Position

Priority Placed on Maintaining
Ou

Positions
Percent

_ z

Percent
a rs

Percent
Facult

First Priority 67 57 59

Second Priority 19 22 20

Lower Priority 13 .1 21

Total 99* 100 100

134 322 931

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding

procedures.



Table 29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for
Inferior Programs, by Position

Priority Placed on Improving
I - 11 =

Positions
Percent

. .-.

Percent' Percent
Facult

First Priority 13 16 14

Second Priority 13 10 11

Third Priority 8 14 13

Lower Priority 67 60 62

Total 101* 100 100

118 297 870

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding
procedures.
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Table 30. Perceptions of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans'

Program Assessments

osit one

Factors in the Deans' Percent Percent

Program ABaesementeasujSbAjnl
Grants obtained

Publications

Papers delivered

Conferences organized

Enrollment

Teaching quality

Internal reputation

External reputation

Student quality

Attrition

Number, level of courses

Time for degree

Fellowship awards to students

Placement of graduates

Research quality

45

58

60

44

74

96

75

60

79

58

55

20

38

71

84

142

37

47

45

33

81

92

79

42

57

48

49

22

23

43

67

392

Percent
Facultv

56

64

53

42

69

71

70

52

41

43

33

18

16

29

68

1172

*Percentages represent the proportion of the respondents in each position who

rated each factor as important or very important in the deans' program

assessments.



Table 31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality of Teaching and Research in Nine

Departments

Proportion Rated as Providing Outstandj.ng:,

penartment Teaching Research

Biology 38% 33%

Chemistry 25% 21%

English 27%

History 36%

Mathematics 24%

Music 26%

Political Science 24%

Psychology 30%

Sociology 18%

N = 142



Table 32. Perceptions of the Deans Communication with Chairs, by Position

Deans' ommunication

Positions

Deans Chairs

Very little 0% 2%

Low average 1% 12%

Average 4% 19%

High average 28% 34%

Very much 67% 32%

Total 100% 99%*

142 386

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding
procedures.



Table 33. Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position

Deans' Management Style

Positions
Percent Percent Percent
Deans Chairs Faculty

Low participation 1 4 16

Low average 1 15 18

Average 16 25 28

High average 60 38 28

High participation 21 18 9

Total 99* 100 99*

N 142 384 1124

*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding
procedures.



Table 34. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Faculty, by Position

Deans' Communication

Positions
Percent
Deans

Percent
Chairs

Percent
Faculty

Very little 0 7 22

Low average 4 17 20

Average 16 30 25

High average 47 30 23

Very much 33 16 10

Total 100 100 100

N 142 384 1135



Table 35. Perceptions of the Chairs Communication with Faculty, by Position

Ch ' Co unication

Very little

Low average

Average

High average

Very much

Total

Positions

Chairs

0%

2%

8%

38%

52%

100%

389

Faculty

9%

10%

16%

29%

35%

99%*

1144



Table 36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Samplea

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Grants obtained X

2. Publications .54*** X

3. Papers delivered .41*** .59*** X

4. Conferences organized .23** .19** .46*** X

5. Enrollment .1) .06 .00 .07 X

6. Teaching quality -.17' -.18* -.15* .14 .05 X

7. Internal reputation .03 -.07 -.09 .06 .21** .23** X

8. External reputation .44*** .34*** .28*** .25** .11 -.11 .21** X

9. Student quality .07 .01 .03 .14* .00 .27*** .19** .26*** X

10. Attrition .03 -.10 -.07 .16* .25*** .09 .14* .05 .27*** X

11. Course quality .05 .01 .02 .18* .24*** .20** .17* .12 .33*** 33*** X

12. Time for degree .12 -.11 -.15* .05 .11 .05 .27*** .09 .25*** .38*** .25*** X

13. fellowship awards to students .22" .10 .08 .12 -.09 .06 .13* .27*** .29*** .13 .13* .31*** X

14. Placement of graduates .21" .11 .16* .16* .08 .07 .22** .21** .28"* .24** .20** .28*** .30*** X

15. Research quality .42'" .65*" .46*** .22" -.05 -.17* ..04 .29" .10 -.08 -.03 .04 .17* .05 X

"'Significant at lehh than .001.

"Significant at lehh than .01.

'SignifiLant al le%h thdn .05.

toriel,ition, ale tau b. N 14? uton.,.

1
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Table 37. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Grants obtained X

2. Publications .55*** X

3. Papers deliveree .44*** .69*** X

4. Conferences organized .29*** 39*** 61*** X

5. Enrollment -.01 -.08* .06 .00 X

6. leaching quality -.16*** -.11** .01 .08 .07 X

7. Internal reputation .01 .02 .05 .09* .14** .26*** X

8. External reputation
37*** .41*** 30*** .28*** -.06 -.03 .22"1 X

9. Student quality -.02 -.04 -.03 .07 .04 .36*** .29*" .25*** X

10. Attrition -.09* .21*** -.12 -.01 .34*** .07 .17*** .01 .28*** X

11. Course quality -.13** -.15*** -.07 .02 .11** .33*** .21*** .04 .40*** .30*** X

12. lime for degree .01 -.06 -.01 .08* .08* .07 .14** .10* .25'1* .28*** 37*** X

13. Fellowship awards to students .23*** .151" .12" .20*** .01 .02 .13" .31*** .27*** .15*** .13** .32*** X

14. Placement of yfaduates .06 -.01 .01 .17*** 07 .18*** .14" .14" 34*** .16*** .26*** .21*** 43*** X

15. Resealch quality .41' .65" .48*" .311** -.09* .01 .11" .38*** .03 -.21*** .11** -.05 .15*** .04 X

"*SIgniticant at 1 than .0U1.

"SignIfi(ant at than .01.

*SignitItant at tk-o.. than .U5.

ill), I 12 t I OW> t: 1..10 b N - 591 tit-paf [molt ho I I



Table 38. Dears' Department Assessment Standards--Publishing by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Deans' Assessment--
Deans' Assessment--Teachino

Not, Somewhat Very
Publishinc Important Important* Important

Not important 20 15 15

Somewhat important 13 32 44

Important 40 29 27

Very important 27 23 14

(30) (145) (206)

Tau b = -.11, significant at less than .01.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

1
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Tabl, 39. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factorsa

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Grants obtained

2. Publications .59*** X

3. Papers delivered 39*** .60*** X

4. Conferences organized .27*** 33*** .03 X

5. Enrollment -.10*** -.12*** -.13*** .04* X

6. Teaching quality -.30*** -.28*** .06* -.03 .16*** X

7. Internal reputation -.01 .00 .30*** .12*** .17*** .26*** X

8. External reputation
37*** .41*** .02 .25*** -.07** -.10*** .27*** X

9. Student quality -.06** -.09*** -.06** .12*** .15*** .410** .28*** .14*** X

10. Attrition -.12*** -.18*** -.05* 05* .42*** .19*** .15*** -.05* .310** X

11. Courhe quality -.160** ..20*** .03 .04 .18*** .35*** .23*** -.01 .42*** .32*** X

12. Time for degree -.07** -.10*** 16*** .15*** .12*** .19*** .18*** .07** .30*** .31*** .41*** X

13. Fellowship awards to students .18*** .12*** .01 .230" .01 .11*** .17*** .26*** 34*** .15*** .26*** 37*** X

14. Placement of jraduates -.04 ..10*** .46*** .11*** .11*** .27*** .21*** .12*** .42*** .24*** .350** .27*** .46*** X

15. Research quality
48*** .63*** .270' .28*** -.15*** -.12*** .06** .41*** .06* -.15*** -.091** -.04 .23*** .060* X

***Significant at leNs than .001.
**Significant at tcss than .01.

*Significant at than .05.

torielations ate tau b. N 1,172 faculty.



Table 40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)*

Deans' Assessment-- Not Somewhat Very

Teac tin. I ortant Im ortant Im ortant Im ortant

Not important 8 4 7 8

Somewhat important 27 15 20 28

Important 31 34 39 35

Very important 33 47 33 28

N (72) (288) (414) (345)

Tau b = -.12, significant at less than .001.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 41. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Research by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Publishing, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--
Research

Deans' Assessment=bblishino (%1*

Very
Important

Not
Imvortant

Somewhat
Important Important

Not important 57 22 2 0

Somewhat important 32 54 23 4

Important 6 18 49 20

Very important 6 7 26 75

(72) (288) (414) (345)

Tau b = .63, significant at less than .001.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 42. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Teaching by Deans'

Department Assessment Standares--Publishing, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--
Teachina

Iluat:_iiimimparr=a&LiablacLim-
Not
Important

Somewhat Very

Important* Important Important

Not important -5 -S 9 15

Somewhat important 10 13 25 37

Important 23 29 32 29

Very important 62 52 34 19

N (78) (245) (409) (395)

Tau b = -.28, significant at less than .001.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 43. Factr Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards,
Deans' Sample

MAgiables

EArcsag_kcasina R o at ion

1 2 3 4

Extramural Grants .752 .278 .087 -.195

Publications .872 -.065 .015 -.056
Papers .779 -.137 -.096 .259

Conferences .394 .011 .113 .638

Enrollment .097 -.190 .844 -.080

Teaching Quality -.335 .147 .130 .707

Institutional Reputation -.082 .357 .380 .112

National Reputation .578 .408 .101 -.042

Student Quality .013 .614 .061 .408

Attrition -.094 .296 .641 .092

Courses .-.003 .197 .586 .324

Degree Time -.136 .637 .348 -.196
Fellowships .152 .753 -.127 .086

Placement .180 .572 .196 .054

Reseacch .768 .070 -.140 .025

Factor Eicenvalue
Percentage of Variance Explained
Each Factqx Cumulative

1 3.375 22.5 22.5
2 2.778 18.5 41.0
3 1.348 9.0 50.0
4 1.214 8.1 58.1

2TAB43
4/1/.1
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Table 44. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Chairs'

Sample

Factor Loadinas After Varimax Rotation

Variables 1 2 3 4

Extramural Grants .731 .168 -.234 .024

Publications .886 -.032 -.112 -.098

Papers .845 -.041 .050 -.001

Conferenles .664 .086 .143 -.077

Enrollment -.006 -.067 .051 .878

Teaching Quality -.019 -.063 .851 -.077

Institutional Reputation .172 .152 .559 .219

National Reputation .582 .388 .085 -.076

Student Quality .018 .518 .599 .017

Attrition -.168 .364 .155 .708

Courses -.169 .368 .585 .184

Degree Time -.071 .630 .123 .208

Fellowships .241 .792 -.035 -.015

Placement .098 .648 .213 .013

Research .779 -.029 .079 -.184

Percentage of Variance Explained

Factor Eioenvalue

1 3.742 24.9 24.9

2 3.028 20.2 45.1

3 1.264 8.4 33.6

4 1.136 7.6 61.1

2TAB44
4/1/91



Table 45. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty

Sample

Variables

Factor Loadings After Varimax_Rotation

1 2 3 4

Extramural Grants .757 -.041 -.150 -.123

Publications .867 -.144 -.131 -.046

Papers .815 .032 .174 -.100

Conferences .663 .158 .294 -.076

Enrollment -.057 -.017 .801 .234

Teaching Quality -.322 .280 .151 .601

Institutional Reputation .131 .111 .115 , .806

National Reputation .631 .135 -.225 .334

Student Quality .007 .596 .109 .479

Attrition -.097 .360 .715 .027

Courses -.166 .625 .251 .259

Degree Ttme -.016 .691 .238 -.041

Fellowships .283 .759 -.123 .003

Placement .010 .710 -.005 .235

Research .760 .039 -.272 .138

Percentage of Variance Explained

1 3.78 25.2 25.2

2 3.36 22.4 47.6

3 1.24 8.3 55.9

4 1.05 7.0 62.9

2TA845
4/1/91
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Table 46. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Deans' Sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Tenure Weiahts

1. Teaching X

2. Research -.17* X

3. Publications -.59*** .15* X

4. Organizational
service

.35*** -.35*** -.513*** X

5. Professional
organization service

-.04 -.05 .22** -.11 X

6. Community service .22** -.10 -.18** .31*** -.12 X

Merit Salary Awards

7. Teaching -.16* .09 .14* -.16* .01 .10 X

8. Research -.20** .17* .24** -.23** -.02 .14* .85*** X

9. Public Service .09 -.02 -.01 .04 -.10 -.17* .46*** 46*** X

*** Significant at less than .001.
** Significant at less than .01.

Significant at less than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.
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Table 47. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Chairs' Samplea

1 2 3 5 6 9

Tenure Weicihts

1. Teaching X

2. -Research _.38*** X

3. Publications -.49*** 34*** X

4. Organizational
service

34*** -.39*** -.36*** X

5. Professional
organization service

-.03 .02 .05 .06 X

6. Community ger.-.-Ice .20*** -.09* -.24*** 35*** .06 X

Merit Salary Awards

7. Teaching -.12** .04 -.05 X

8. Research -.28*** .31*** 39*** -.32*** -.03 -.20*** X

9. Public Service .06 .05 .05 .05 -.12** .06 .46*** .411*** X

* Significant at less
* Significant at less

than .001.
than .01.

Significant At less than .05.

Correlations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs.

114
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Table 48. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Faculty Sample°

3

Tenure Weights

X1. Teaching

2. Research -.44*** X

3. Publications -.59*** 30*** X

4. Institutional
service

35*** ..37*** -.38*** X

5. Professional
organization service

-.07* .07** .05* -.05* X

6. Community service .29*** -.20*** -.30*** .35*** -.03 X

7. Teaching .14*** .00 -.01 -.04 -.01 -.03 X

8. Research -.30*** .28*** 39*** -.32*** .00 -.25*** .46*** X

9. Public Service .09*** -.02 -.06* .03 -.05* .09*** .48*** .29*** X

ha'
Via

Significant at less than .001.
Significant at less than .01.
Significant at less than .05.

:orrelations are tau b. 14 1,172 faculty.



Table 49. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty

Sample

Tenure Weight
0 e

Tenure Weight for Research MI

Highest
We

Second Third
We `1

Fourth
t

Fifth
agight

Lowest
Weight

Highest weight 5 43 75 76 93 87

Second weight 40 0 23 13 4 13

Third weight 46 45 0 9 1 0

Fourth weight
or lower

8 12 2 2 1 0

(181) (435) (267) (120) (72) (45)

Tau b m -.44, significant at less than .001.

°Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

11
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Table 50. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching Ma
-------

Highest Second Third Fourth WeightTenure Weight
for Publishina Weil:Ott Weiaht Weiaht or Lower_

Highest weight 2 73 71 78

Second weight 36 0 26 19

Third weight 24 16 0 1

Fourth weight 16 4 1 0

Fifth weight 13 2 0 0

Lowest weight 10 2 0 1

N 591) (157) (293) (74)

Tau b = -.59, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 51. Tenure Weight for Institutional Service by Tenure Weight for
Teaching, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight for
Institutional Service

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)a

Highest
Weight

Second
Weight

Third

Weight
Fourth Weight
or Lower

First, second weight 39 8 5 10

Third weight 20 36 0 43

Fourth weight 29 45 63 14

Fifth, sixth weight 12 12 32 33

N (599) (160) (281) (70)

Tau b = .35, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

1:0



Table 52. Tenure Weight for (-Immunity Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching,

Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight for
Community Service

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)a

Highest
Weight

Second
Weiaht

Third
Weiaht

Fourth weight
or Lower

First, second weight 5 4 1 1

Third weight 19 5 0 6

Fourth weight 15 13 6 7

Fifth weight 20 29 12 22

Lowest weight 42 49 81 63

(586) (154) (280) (71)

Tau b = .29, significant at less than .001.

sPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

121



Table 53. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching,

Faculty Sample

rerit Salary Awards for Teachina 0)*

Tenure Weiaht for Teachina No Yes

Fourth weight or lower 10 3

Third weight 28 23

Second weight 14 15

Highest weight 47 59

(550) (546)

Tau b = .14, significant at less than .001.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

122



Table 54. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Meiit Salary Awards for Research,
Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research CIO*

Yes

Fourth weight or lower 4 8

Third weight 11 34

Second weight 10 18

Highest weight 75 41

(387) (712)

Tau b -.30, significant at less than .001.

*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for

Research, Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research (%1

Merit Salary Awards for Teachino No Yes

No 82 34

Yes 18 66

N (395) (717)

Tau b .46, significant at less than .001.

1" di. .



Table 56. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,

Deans' Sample

Variables

Factor Loadinas After Varimax Rotation

1 2 3

Tenure - Teaching .769 .066 -.151

Tenure - Research -.457 .023 -.705

Tenure - Publication -.852 -.079 .248

Tenure - Institutional Service .794 .039 .201

Tenure - Professional Organizations -.214 .095 .727

Tenure - Community Service .540 .055 .157

Merit Pay - Teaching .179 .893 .020

Merit Pay - Research .282 .877 .085

Merit Pay - Public Service -.201 .757 .013

Percentage of Variance Explained

actor Eigenvalue Each Factor Cumulative

1 2.888 32.1 32.1

2 1.943 21.6 53.7

3 1.160 12.9 66.6

1"t)
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Table 57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,

Chairs' Sample

Vaiiables

Factor_Loadinas After Varimax Rotation_

1 2 3

Tenure - Teaching .750 -.063 -.116

Tenure - Research -.702 -.159 -.076

Tenure - Publication -.808 -.125 .001

Tenure - Institutional Service .739 .132 .296

Tenure - Professional Organizations -.015 .041 .908

Tenure - Community Service .503 -.020 .481

Merit Pay - Teaching .134 .861 -.125

Merit Pay - Research .474 .755 .014

Merit Pay - Public Service -.141 .799 .182

Factor Eioenvalue

Percentage of variance Explained
Xach factor Cumulative

1 3.192 35.5 35.5

2 1.679 18.7 54.1

3 1.126 12.5 66.6
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Table 58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions,
Faculty Sample

Factors

Tenure - Teaching .749 -.156 -.188

Tenure - Research -.739 -.047 -.011

Tenure - Publication -.831 -.038 -.005

Tenure - Institutional Service .749 .068 -.012

Tenure - Professional Organizations .012 .016 .972

Tenure - Community Service .664 -.008 .230

Merit Pay - Teaching -.014 .859 .028

Merit Pay - Resaarch .540 .642 -.020

Merit Pay - Public Service -.115 .779 .008

Factor Eioenvalue

Percentage cd Variance Explained
Each Factor Cumulative

1 3.149 35.0 35.0

2 1.750 19.4 54.4

3 1.030 11.4 65.9

1 s('
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Table 59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs, Samplea

Resource Dimensions

1. Travel to conferences

2. Travel to develop grants

3. Research by senior professors

4. Research by untenured

professors

-J. Pirchase of computer
equipment

u. Purchase of research

equipment

7. Purchase of library books

8. Purchase Af library journals

9. Personnol for grant

development

10. Offering courses frequently
enough

11. Student research assistants

12. Student teaching assistants

13. Sabbaticals to improve

teaching

14. Sabbaticals to do publish-

able research

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 12

.46*** X

.32*** 37*** X

.31*** .36*** 77*** X

.29*** .24*** .24*** .26*** X

.30*** .25*** .30"* .33*** .49*** X

.25*** .12** .15*** .17*** .18*** .27***

.19*** .15*** .11** .16*** .22*** 30*** .63*** X

.20*** .30*** .32*** .27*** .10* .18*** .07 .13**

.16*** .15*** .06 .10* .16*** .16*** .16*** .22*** .07

AS*** .22*** .23*** .26*** .17*** .26*** .16*** .18***
.21*** X

.18*** .15** .19*** .25*** .21*** .24*** .20*** .20*** .14** .25.1* .43*** X

.24*** .09* .11** .10* .13** .15*** .1!" .11** .06 .16*** X

.24*** .12** .23*** .301" .17*** .151.. .i9... .16**" .17.1. .18*** .11' .24*** .69*** X

***Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

torrelations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs.

1 ')
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Table £0. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Samplea

Resource Dime sions

Travel to conferences X

Travel to develop grants .44 X

Research by aenior professors .35 .40 X

Research by untenured professors .31 .34 .61 X

Purchase of computer equipment .32 .31 .27 .25 X

Purchase of research equipment .34 .38 .39 .37 .45 X

Purchase of library books .28 .20 .20 .17 .25 .31 X

Purchase of library journals .23 .19 .19 .18 .24 .34 .70 X

Personnel for grant development .16 .27 .22 .18 .19 .23 .13 .16 X

Offering courses frequently enough .19 .11 .14 .15 .15 .16 .24 .23 .12 X

Student research assistants .22 .22 .28 .31 .22 .31 .20 .21 .17 .21 X

Student teaching assistants .14 .15 .19 .26 .13 .19 .16 .19 .12 .23 .50 X

Sabbaticals to inprove teaching .26 .19 .18 .16 .13 .15 .17 .13 .15 .17 .17 .15 X

Sabbaticals to do publishable research .25 .22 .22 .28 .14 .22 .18 .16 .15 .19 .20 .24 .65 X

CcI.L.elations are tau b. All correlations are significant at less than .001.

N = 1,172 faculty.

1
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Table 61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Chairs' Sample

=MP

3 4

Conference Travel .531 .267 .345 .004

Grant Travel .671 .125 .049 .090

Research - Senior Professors .841 .095 .080 .046

Research - Untenured Professors .802 .178 .105 .110

Computers .331 .514 .173 .05;

Research Equipment .418 .548 .091 .182

Library Books .033 .844 .100 .092

Library Journals .019 .847 -.009 .211

Grant Personnel .534 -.093 -.033 .28?

Courses -.058 .243 .239 .543

Student Research Associates .308 .072 -.110 .764

Student Teaching Associates .157 .154 .154 .752

Sabbaticals - Teaching .018 .067 .917 .088

Sabbaticals - Research .224 .117 .857 .326

Factor gigenvalue

Percentage of Variance Explained

rutan-Eiglarative

1 4.331 30.9 30.9

2 1.642 11.7 42.7

3 1.463 10.5 53.1

4 1.144 8.2 61.3

132



Table 62. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Faculty Sample

Factors

Variables 1 2 3 4

Conference Travel .599 .230 .054 .247

Grant Travel .737 .095 .033 .134

Research - Senior Professors .723 -.072 .305 .091

Research - Untenured Professors .660 -.101 .431 .109

Computars .600 .320 -.002 -.030

Research Equipment .689 .285 .162 .003

Library Books .238 .853 .065 .100

Library Journals .235 850 .129 .020

Grant Personnel .389 .126 .035 .152

Courses .002 .461 .388 .179

Student Research Associates .271 .152 .764 .072

Student Teaching Associates .092 .127 .833 .138

Sabbaticals - Teaching .138 .115 .088 .900

Sabbaticals - Research .216 .051 .185 .861

Percentage of Variance Explained

Factor EiRenvalue Each Factor Cumulative

1 4.684 33.5 33.5

2 1.459 10.4 43.9

3 1.362 9.7 53.6

4 1.137 8.1 61.7

2TAB62
5/1Y/89

;.1I k



Table 63. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Samplea

1 2 3 4 5

1. Influence of committees X

2. Deans' impact on educational
quality

.30*** X

3. Deane' management styleb .29*** .38*** X

Deans' Communication:

4. With chairs .10 .10 .19** X

S. With faculty .21** .26*** .40*** .23*** X

***Significant at less than .001.

** Significant at less than .01,

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

bLow faculty participation = 1; high faculty participation = 10.



Table 64. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample

=1.

1 2 3 4

1. Influence of committees X

2. Deans' impact on educational
quality

X

3. Deans' management styleb .12*** .36*** X

Deans' Communication;

4. With chairs .12** X

5. With faculty .35*** .49*** .58***

***Significant at less than .001.

** Significant at less than .01 .

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs.

bLow faculty participation = 1; high faculty participation = 10.



Table 65. Relationships Among Deans Performance Variables, Faculty Sample.

1 3

1. Influence of Committees X

2. Deans' Impact on Educational .28 X

Quality

3. Deans' Management styleb .24 .39 X

4. Deans' Communications with Faculty .30 .39 .63 X

aCorrelations are tau b. All are significant at less than .001.

N = 1,172 faculty.

'tow faculty participation = 1, high faculty participation = .10.



Table 66. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style,

Faculty Sample

Deans' Management Style Ma

Deans' Impact on
Educational Quality 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10

None 36 11 . 3 2 5

Limited 46 67 57 31 24

Fairiy much 10 18 33 53 38

Very much 8 4 7 14 33

(185) (202) (314) (314) (98)

Tau b .39, significant at less than .001.

al = low faculty participation; 10 18 high faculty participation.

"F.",



Table 67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Communications with

Faculty, Faculty Sample

Deans' Impact on

Deans' Communication with Faculty (%)a

None 32 8 2 2 1

Limited 49 63 54 34 20

Fairly much 11 25 36 50 45

Very much 8 4 8 14 34

(240) (228) (281) (260) (113)

Tau b = .39, significant at less than .001.

al = low faculty participation; 10 = high faculty participation.
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Table 68. Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Influence of
Eivltv Committees

Deans' Assessment--Teachinga

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important ImPortant

Very
Important

Not influential 55 25 14 7

Somewhat influential 32 49 45 36

Influential .,1 21 32 37

Very influential 1 4 8 20

N (80) (240) (406) (397)

Tau b = .30, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 69. Deans Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Deans' Impact on
Educational Quality

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (t)a

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Very
Important.Smoortant

None 36 14 8 3

Limited 49 54 49 40

Fairly much 9 27. 35 39

Very much 7 6 8 18

(76) (236) (406) (392)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 70. Deans' Management Style by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--

Teaching, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)°

Not
m o t

Somewhat
tant

Very

1-2 61 24 12 7

3-4 14 18 21 15

5-6 14 30 30 28

7-8 9 21 28 37

9-10 1 7 a 13

(77) (235) (400) (385)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

b1 = Low faculty participation; 10 = High faculty participation.
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Table 71. Deans' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Deans' Communic4tion

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)a

Not Somewhat Very

1-2 72 29 19 8

3-4 10 25 22 18

5-6 13 26 28 24

7-8 5 14 24 32

9-10 0 7 19

(78) (236) (403) (391)

Tau b = .31, significant at less than .001.

'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

b1 = Low communication; 10 = High communication.
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Table 72. Relationships Asong Department Chairs' Performance Variables°

Respondents

Facultv apartment Chairs

Chair's Impact x Chair's .42*** .16*k

Management Styleb

Chair's Impact x Chair's Communication
with Faculty

.36*** 1 * *

Chair's Management Style x Chair's .66*** .43***

Communication with Faculty

***Significnt at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

°correlations are tau b. N 3: 392 department chairs and 1,172 faculty.

bLow faculty participation = 1; high faculty participation

143
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Table 73. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Chairs' Management Style,

Faculty Sample

Chairs' Impact on

Chairs' Management Style (%)a

amirell .1111

9 -LIE__

None 36 12 5 2 2

Limited 39 57 56 32 15

Fairly much 17 26 33 52 42

Very much 7 6 5 14 41

(94) (145) (207) (361) (312)

Tau b = .42, significant at less than .001.

81 = Low faculty participation; 10 = high faculty participation. Percentages do

not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 74. Chairs' Impact on Educational
Faculty, Faculty Sample

Quality by Chairs' Communication with

Chairs' Communication with Faculty (%)a

Chairs' impact on
Educational Quality 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10

None
30 15 a 2 1

Limited 44 54 49 38 20

Fairly much 19 26 35 46 44

Very much 8 4 8 13 34

(107) (112) (183) (326) (402)

Tau b .38, significant at lees than .01.

61 u Low faculty participation; 10 high faculty participation. Percentages donot sum 100 due to rounding.

1 4 5



Table 75. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans Impact on Educational

Quality, Chairs' Sample

Chairs' Impact

Deans' Impact on Educational Quality (II)

on
_ t d air uch UC

None, limited 48 24 23

Fairly much 41 61 45

Very Much 11 15 31

N (169) (150) (64)

Tau b .24, significant at less than .001.

°Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

1 46



Table 76. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on

Educational Quality, Faculty Sample

Chairs' Impact on
Educational Ouality

Deans' Impact on Educational Quality (%)a

None Limited Fairly Much Very M ch

None 26 7 2 3

Limited 42 44 27 19

Fairly much 20 39 50 30

Very much 13 11 20 48

(110) (526) (366) (122)

Tau b = .29, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 77. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Chairs' Sample

Deans' Minvement Style (*. a

x = 1 St 7 8 9-10

1-6 30 29 14 18

7-8 46 45 61 29

9-10 24 26 25 53

(74) (97) (144) (68)

Tau b = .17***, significant at less than .001.

al = :Low faculty participation; 10 = High faculty participation.



Table 78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Faculty Sample

glair.' Manaaemel_t

Deans' Management Style (%)a, b

!MA -6 7-: 9-10

1-2 20 10 5 4 3

3-4 18 22 11 8 9

5-6 18 16 23 16 15

7-E 18 33 38 39 17

9-10 25 18 22 33 56

(185) (201) (319) (311) (99)

Tau b = .22, significant at less than .001.

°percentages do not sum 100 duo to rounding.

121 a Low faculty participation; 10 = High faculty participation.
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Table 79. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communicatiol with
Faculty, Chairs' Sample

Chairs' Communication
9 0

1-6 15 14 4 3

7-8 41 43 42 17

9-10 44 44 54 80

(93). (115) (115) (60)

Tau b =.26, significant at less than .001.

a
1 = Lowest communication; 2 = Highest communication.

bPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table SO. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication with

Faculty, Faculty Sample

Deans' Communication with Faculty (%)8,12

Chairs' Communication
th Faculty 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9:12-

1-2 24 9 6 3 4

3-4 12 18 a 6 4

5-6 17 20 19 13 5

7-8 22 27 36 36 15

9-10 25 27 31 43 73

(242) (229) (284) (256) (114)

Tau b a .27, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

1'1 = Low communication; 10 = High communication.
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1111 111111 MI SI SU 1111 1111 III NI OS III an IS 11111

Table 81. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics, Teaching
Variables and Resource Adequacya

Insti.tational_Chartenkst_kcAA______

FTE Faculty
n Department

FTE
Graduate
Stude z

FTE Highest
Undergrad. Degree
St ts Offered

Private/
P c

Deans' Characteristics
Tenure statusb .22** .24** .26*** .17*

Genderb .06 -.08 -.02 -.03 -.12

Race -.01 -.12 .05 -.11 .15*

Teaching Variables
Teaching load -.15* -.16* -.15* -.40*** -.03

Percentage courses by part-timers .19** .00 .13 .09 .13

Percentage time teaching -.13 _.33*** -.12 -.40*** .01

Dean's teaching -.12 .03 .05 -.06 -.02

Resource Adequacy and Faculty Salary
Faculty salary .22** .07 .05 .10 -.04

Travel to conferences .11 -.01 .07 .01

Travel to develop grants .10 .21*** .14* .02 -.12

Research by senior professors .13* .12 .02 .22** -.12

Research by untenured professors .26*** .27** .19** .32*** -.11

Purchase of computer equipment .02 .03 .00 .05

Purchase of research equipment .09 .17* .16* .16* -.12

Purchase of library books .00 .03 -.01 -.06

Purchase of library journals .02 .07 .11 .01

Personnel for grant development .13* .14* .17* .19** -.03

Offering courses frequently enough -.01 -.06 -.09 -.03 -.09

Student research assistants -.02 .14* .02 .11

Student teaching assistants .21** .14* .12 .19* -.05

Sabbaticals to improve teaching .02 -.05 -.06 -.11

Sabbaticals to do publishable research .16* .09 .11 .10 -.09

***Significant at less than .001. **Significant at

a Correlations are tau b. N 142 deans.

less than .01. *Significant at less than .05.

bTenured = 1; Untenured - 2.

cMale = 1; Female = 2.
4Non-whites = 1; White Non-Hispanic 2.
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Table 82. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Department Assessment Factors°

Deans' Department
auessment Factors

_DepartinInt ChAracterietice

FTE
Faculty

Undergraduate Graduate

Sect. Offered Sect. Offered

Fall 1984 Fall 1984

Total Sections
Offered
Fall 1984

1. Grants obtained .31*** .11** .32***

2. Publications .39*** .19*** .42*** .23***

3. Papers delivered .25*** .18*** .22*** .19***

4. Conferences organized .18*** .14** .07 .12**

5. Enrollment -.11** -.03 -.08 -.06

6. Teaching quality -.17.** -.07 -.14** -.12**

7. Internal reputation
_.16*** -.11** -.03 -.08

8. External reputation .22*** .06 .27*** .12

9. Student quality -.01 -.05 -.03 -.05

10. Attrition -.19*** -.07 -.20***

11. Course quality -.14** -.09* -.13** -.11**

12. Time for degree -.01 -.07 -.04 -.06

13. Fellowship awards to students .11** .03 .04 .01

14. Placement of graduates -.05 -.12** -.08*

15. Research quality .36*** .14** .35***

***Significant at less than .001. **Significant at less than .01. *Significant at lesa than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs.
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Table 83. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal Rewards, Deans'

Performance, and Chairs' Performancea

Debartmen'i. Charactevistige
Fall 1984
Graduate
Sections Offered_

Fall 1984
Total Sections
Offered

FTE
Faculty

Fall 1984
Undergrad.
Sections Offered

Deans' Priorities (as reported by chairs)
Upgrade inferior programs -.09* -.07 -.09*

Maintain outstanding programs .10* .06 .08 .11*

Formal Rewards - Tenure Weights
Teaching -.37*** -.10* -.41***

Research .28*** .05 .24*** .10*

Publications .41*** .22*** .36***

Ilstitutional Service -.32*** -.17*** -.35***

Professional organization service .03 .01 .00 .05

Community service -.15*** -.11** -.18***

Formal Rewards - Merit Salary Awards
Teaching 17*** .11* .18***

Research .31*** .14** .29*** .16***

Public service 09* .05 .06 .05

Deans' Performance (as reported by chairs)
Influence on committees -.06 -.08* -.14**

Deans' inpact on educational quality -.09* -.02 -.06 -.04

Deans' management style
b -.03 -.10. .00 -.07

Deans' communication with chairsc .06 .04 .05 .05

Deans' communication with facultyc -.10* -.08 -.06

Chairs' Performance
Chairs' impact on educational quality -.11* -.03 -.04 -.06

b
Chairs' management style .04 .01 .01 .01

Chairs' communicationc .03 .05 -.02 .02

***Significant at less than .001. **Significant at less than .01. *Significant at less than .05.

acorrelations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs.

bLow faculty participation = 1; high faculty participation = 10.

Low communication = 1; high communication = 10.

1 r
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Table 84. Relationships Between nepartment Characteristtcs and Chairs' Characteristics, Teaching Variables
and Resource Adequace

--IT

Faculty

.13**

.04

-.04

-.24***
.06

-.31***

Undergraduate
Sect. Offered
Fall_1231.4EAaja§.§EALL12a__

.04

.06

.04

.C1

.24.**

Graduite Total Sections
Sect. Offered Offered

.11* .10*

.08* .02

-.11* .05

-.30***

.00

Chairs' Characteristics
Tenure statusb
Genderc
Race

Teaching Variahles
Teaching load
Percentage courses by part-timers
Percentage time teaching
Chairs' teaching -.32***

Resource Adequacy
Faculty salary .13** .06 13** .09*

Travel to conferences .00 -.08* .02 -.04
Travel to develop grants .07 -.01 .07 .03

Research by senior professors .12** .03 .14** .08*

Research by untenured professors .22*** .04 .24*** .11**

Purchase of computer equipment .12** -.05 .10* -.01
Purchase of research equipment .08* -.01 .09* .03

Purchase of library books -.01 -.01 -.05 .00

Purchase of library journals .00 -.08* .05 -.02

Personnel for grant development .11** .03 .09* .06

Offering courses frequently enough .04 -.09* .01

Student research assistants -.05 -.17*** -.01 -.16***
Student teaching assistaLts .08 -.11** .09* -.07

Sabbaticals to improve tea...7hing -.09 -.06 -.14*** -.07

Sabbaticals to do publish. research .08 -.01 .01 .03

***Significar.t at less than .001. **Significant at less than .01. *Significant at less than .05.

"Correlations are tau b. N = 7,92 department chairs.
Tenured = 1; Untenured = 2.

'Male = 1; Frmale = 2.

dNon-whites = 1; White Non-Hispanic = 2.



Table 85. Relationships Between Selected Deans' Characteristics and Deans'

Performance Variablese

peans' Performance Variables

Deans' Characteristics
Tenure
Statue

.00

Genderc

.05

Race
d

.04Deans' impact on educational quality

Deans' management style .05 .04 .01

Deans' communication with chairs .05 -.18** .07

Deans' communication with faculty -.03 .03 -.01

**Significsnt at less than .01.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

bTenured = 1; Untenured = 2.

cMale = 1; Female = 2.

4Non-white = 1; White Non-Hispanic = 2..

eLow faculty participation = 1; High Faculty Participation = 10.



Table 86. Relationships Between Selected Chairs' Characteristics and Chairs'

Performance Variables*

ic
Tenurk

Chair.s' Performance Variatlej_Ittatal Gen e

ChaLts' impact on educational quality . 06

Chains' management style* -.03 14** .11*

Chairs' communication with faculty -.06 .09* .05

**Significant at less than .01.
*Significant at lias than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 392 chairs.

bTenured = 1; Untenured = 2.

cMale = 1; Female = 2.

dNon-white = 1; White Non-Hispanic = 2..

*Low Faculty Participation = 1; High Faculty Participation = 10.
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Table 87. Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Department Assessment Factors°

Deans' Department
ss Bement actors

Deans'iPerformance
Committee Deans'

It ...act

Management
eb

Communication
w C ire

Communication
wi

1. Grants obtained -.14* -.03 -.05 .12 -.06

2. Publications -.01 -.08 -.02 .16* .05

3. Papers delivered .10 .01 .10 .18** .06

4. Conferences organized .16* .16* .17* .12

5. Enrollment .07 -.02 -.02 .02 .10

6. Teaching quality .05 .17* .10

7. Internal reputation .11 .16* .11 .10

S. External reputation .03 .02 -.03 .15* -.08

9. Student quality .08 .20** .17* .20** .10

10. Attrition .15* .16* .04 -.03 .09

11. Course quality .17* .20** .09 .16*

12. Time for degree .02 .09 .06 .02 .03

13. Fellowship awards to students -.03 -.02 -.01 .10 .08

14. Placement of graduates .08 .11 .03 .21** .08

15. Research quality .02 -.02 .04 .08 .09

**Significant at less than .01. *Significant at less than .05.

alCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

bLow faculty participation = J. high faculty participation = 10.

1 f;



Table 88. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and

Deans' Ratings of Departmental Teaching Quality'

Department

Library
Journals

Brasagrag_hdasuagy

Course Teaching

Schedulino Assistants

Sabbaticals
to Improve
Teaching

Library
Books

Biology .16 .07 .08 .11 -.03

Chemistry .03 .06 .05 .11 .00

English .10 .08 .06 .15 .14

History -.01 .11 -.13 .18* .21*

Mathematics .22* .21* .05 .21* .10

Music .18* .17 -.08 .01 -.16

Political Science -.06 -.13 -.07 .08 -.10

Psychology -.11 -.23* .03 . .06 -.06

Sociology .01 .04 -.12 -.05 -.18*

*Significant at less than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

1 G



Table 89. Department Teaching Quality by 'Jeans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Department
Teachino Quality

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not
Important

Somewhat
Importanta Important

Very
Important

Fair 33 22 10 3

Good 56 57 68 62

Outstanding 11 20 22 35

(79) (244) (409) (395)

Tau b .23, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 90. Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching,

Faculty Sample

a t

kjgsit2.tIA,rx.jBy_ggsUL_Los_Tsjilhing_LtL

;

Fair 17 8

Good 63 62

Outstanding 20 30

(566) (549)

Tau b = .15, significant at less than .001.

1 f;
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Table 91. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Deans' Ratings of Departmental Research

Qualitya

Department

Reso ce de uac

Travel
Obtain
Grants

to Untenured
Faculty
Research_3mat_

Senior
Faculty

co LA

Research Grant
Personnel

Sabbaticals
for Research

Biology .02 .02 .02 -.02 .11 .02 -.01

Chemistry .03 ..4 .02 .02 .28** -.09

English .18* -.01 .08 .01 .09 .00 .09

History .26** .11 .15 -.04 .00 .05

Mathematics .00 .13 .14 -.02 -.02 .02 .11

Music .16 -.13 -.02 -.06 .06 -.10 -.01

Political Science .11 .08 .11 -.09 .06 -.10 .10

Psychology -.06 -.07 .00 -.03 -.02 -.03 -.03

Sociology .03 -.06 -.01 -.11 .10 -.01 -.03

**Significant at less than .01.
*Significant at less than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

1 (;

f;



_ ,7477.7"rrr,-gr.-rP; 'RT.:nal,: !'" f..1.

Table 92. Department Research Quality by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Department

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not Somewhat
m ortant

Very
o tanta

Inferior 38 18 9 4

Fair 37 54 38 27

Good 22 25 45 49

Outstanding 3 3 8 21

(71) (285) (414) (342)

Tau b is .33, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 93. Department Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Research,

Faculty Sample

DAMLUUMUllialIMUZILS.M.116tY

Merit SaLary Awards_for Research (%1

K2_ Yes

Inferior 20 7

Fair 49 34

Good 27 45

Outstanding 4 14

(390) (722)

Tau b = .28, significant at less than .001.
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Table V4. Department Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

Department
_

Tenure Weight for Tqachina 018
4th Weight Third Second

I We'_s!

Highest

Fair 32 14 12 9

Good 51 61 66 64

Outstanding 16 24 22 28

(74) (289) (165) (604)

Tau b = .11, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty

Sample

Department
Research Quality

Lowest
Weicht

Fifth
Weiaht

Fourth
Welaht

Third
Weight

Second
Weiaht

Highest
Weiaht

Inferior 31 31 15 14 6 6

Fair 44 40 42 43 39 26

Good 20 27 38 36 44 45

Outstanding 4 1 6 8 11 22

(45) (70) (120) (262) (433) (179)

Tau b = .23, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 96. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans Priorities, Formal Rewards, and
Deans' Performancea

Instituttonal Characteristics
FTE FTE FTE Highest
Faculty Graduate Undergrad. Degree Private/

in Dept, StikagntA_Sttc_jj9LIPLII3c

Deans' Priorities
Upgrade inferior programs -.14 -.12 -.11 -.20**

Maintain outstanding programs .00 .12 .13 .14* .15*

Formal Rewards - Tenure Weights
Teaching -.35*** -.29*** -.17* -.47*** -.10

Research .16* .16* .07 .14* .03

Publications .23** .28*** .21** .43***

Institutional service -.35*** -.23** -.18** -.28***

Professional organizations .03 -.05 -.04 .05 .07

Community service -.19** -.15* -.11 -.15* -.02

Formal Rewards - Merit salary Awards
Teaching .07 .20** .00 .29*** .09

Research .12 .24** .09 .34*** .07

Public service .03 .04 .07 .05

Deans' Performance
Influence of committees .00 -.11 .01 -.22** -.04

Deans' impact on educational quality -.14* -.15* -.06 -.20** -.04

Deans' management style -.03 -.15* -.02 -.15* .05

Deans' communication with chairs .03 .00 .10 -.01

Deans' communication with faculty -.08 -.14* -.08 -.11 -.03

**Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 deans.

1 7%3



Table 97. Deans' Priorities--Upgrading Inferior Departments by Institution's
Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

Deans' Prioritles--Upgrading
Inferior Departments

Highest Dectree(%)

octorat

Fourth Priority 62 57 84

Second or Third Priority 19 26 13

Highest Priority 19 17 3

(26) (54) (38)

Tau b m -.20, significant at less than .01.
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Table 98. Deans' Priorities--Maintaining Outstanding Departments by

Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

Deana' Priorities--Maintaining
e t

Hiahest Depree(%)

Third or Fourth Priority 14 18 7

Second )viority 25 21 14

Highest Priority 61 62 79

(28) (63) (43)

Tau b = .14, significant at less than .05.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 99. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans'

$ ample

Second Waight or Lower

Highest Weight

Hichest Dearee(%)

Sac:, w-- er s Doctorate

4 9 56 .

96 91 44

(26) (64) (45)

Tau b = -.47, significant at .ass than .001.



Table 100. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree,

Deans' Sample

Mix:hest Deoree(%1

IMIUKS-1/11aht-..12L-PIALLL-g---$.1shn;..4.91.2.12ELA
Master's Doctorate

Fourth Weight or Lower 59 32 9

Third Weight 24 33 25

Second Weight 14 29 20

Highest Weight 3 6 46

N (29) (63) (44)

Tau b = .43, significant at less than .001.



Table 101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree,

Deans' Sample

Hiahest Degree t% 1

Merit Salary_Awards for Teaching Bachelor's Master's DoctonIce

No 38 34 4

Yes 62 66 96

(29) (65) (46)

Tdu b = .29, significant at less than .001.



Table 102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree,

Deans' Sample

Merit Salary Awards

Mix:hest Deoreet%)

aster' Doctorate

No 41 34 2

Yes 59 66 98

(29) (64) (46)

Tau b = .34, significant at less than .001.



Table 103. Committee Influence by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample

Committee Influence

Highest Deoree(%la

Baahelor's Master's Doctorate

None, some influence 17 23 37

Influential 33 56 44

Very influential SO 21 20

(30) (66) (46)

Tau b = -.22, significant at less than .01.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 104. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest

Degree, Deans' Sample

rat

None, limited 17 26 44

Fairly much 47 61 37

Very much 37 14 20

(30) (66) (46)

Tau b = -.20, significant at less than .01.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 105. Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Student Attrition by

Deans' Race, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--
Studgnt Attrition

' Rac

White. Non-Hispanica Minority

Not, Somewhat Important 45 8

Important 46 38

Very Important 10 54

(125) (13)

Tau b = .31, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.

n
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Table 106. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Department Assessment Pactorsa

Deans' Department
Assess ent actors

nstitutio al Ch racteristics

FTE
Faculty
In De t.

FTE
Graduate
Studen

PTE
Undergrad.
Students

Highest
Degree
0 e ed

Private/
bl c

1. Grants obtained .20** .31*** .08 .36*** .23**

2. Publications .31*** .36*** .21** .15*

3. Papers delivered .24** .25*** .28*** .20** .13

4. Conferences organized .10 -.02 .02 -.08 .06

5. Enrollment .03 -.03 -.21** -.11 .02

6. Teaching quality .11 -.22** -.12 -.13 -.11

7. Internal reputation -.09 -.10 -.03 -.08 .02

8. External reputation .20** .19** .09 .14w .14*

9. Student quality -.05 .07 .06 .02 .09

10. Attrition -.11 -.06 -.15* -.02

11. Course quality -.05 -.02 -.12 -.05 -.09

12. Time for degree -.17* -.09 -.30*** -.06 .01

13. Fellowship awards to students .04 .08 .10 .01

14. Place, ant of graduates .03 -.11 -.04 .07

15. Research quality .28*** .42*** .12

***Significant at less than .001.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 142 c....ans.

1 r:

**Significant at less than .01. *Slignificant at less than .05.
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Table 107. Relationships Between Teachinc, Variables and Formal Rewardsa

lem.... Proportion of Faculty

_faculty Teachina Load Time Scent Teachina

Formal Rewards _Deans C airs Faculty Deans Chairs Faculty

Tenure Weights

Teaching .46*** .42*** .38*** 43*** .46***

Research -.16* -.30*** -.30*** -.23** -.28***

Publications -.36*** -.28A** -.32*** -.38*** -.38***

Institutional service .29*** .22*** .22*** .33*** .24***

Professional organizations .01 -.02 -.04 .04 .00 -.04

community service .11 .07 .19*** .15* .11*

Merit Salary Awards

Teaching -.24** -.03 -.03 -.25** -.16*** -.03

Research --31*** -.12** -.25*** -.27*** -.29***

1. ')lic Service .02 .04 .01 .13 .02 .02

f**Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05,

Correlations are tau b. N = 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty.

IL"



Table 108. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Deans'

$ ample

Tenure Weicht for Teaching (%1
Second Weight Highest

Faculty Teaching Load or Lower Weight

10 Credits or Less

11 Credits or More

71 20

29 80

(31) (103)

Tau b .46, significant at less than .001.

1 S .)
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Table 109. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Chairs'

Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)a

Third Weight
o ow

Second
We' h

Highest
Wei

7 Credits or Less 39 16 3

8-10 Credits 31 50 17

11-13 Credits 28 32 67

14 Credits or More 3 3 13

(51) (38) (281)

Tau b = .42, significant at less than .001.

aPercentageo do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 110. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty
Sample

Faculty Teachina Load

Tenure Weiaht for Teachina Otsla
4th Weight
or Lower

Third
Weiaht

Second
Weight

Highest
Weight

None 4 3 1 2

7 Credit Hours or Less 26 37 27 3

8-10 Credit Hours 26 34 36 21

11-13 Credit Hours 38 21 30 59

14 Credit Hours or More 7 5 6 16

(74) (294) (168) (607)

Tau b = .38, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 111. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans'

Sample

Faculty Teachinc Load

Tenure Weight for yublishina (%)

4th Weight
or Lower

Third
Weicht

Second
Weicht

Highest
Weight

10 Credits or Less 12 24 36 68

11 Credits or More 88 76 64 32

(40) (37) (31) (25)

Tau b = -.36, significant.at less than .001.



Table 112. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs'

Sample

Faculty
-

Tenure Weiaht for Publishina (%1

Lowest Fifth Fourth
1

Third
'Z.

Second
h

Highest
Wei.it

7 or fewer credits 0 5 2 6 10 25

8-10 credits 9 18 . 11 20 22 39

11-13 credits 70 67 71 65 58 33

14 or more credits 22 10 16 10 10 3

(23) (39) (56) (71) (99) (64)

Tau b x -.28, significant at less than .001.



Table 113. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Faculty

Sample

Faculty
Load

Tenure Welaht for Publishinc (%)11

Lowest Fifth
og

Fourth
We t

Third
We t

Second
Wei ht

Highest
We t

None 0 4 2 1 2 2

7 credits or less 3 1 3 7 18 3"

8-10 credits 18 .20 16 28 22 35

11-13 credits 56 51 60 53 48 27

14 credits or more 23 24 19 12 10 5

(62) (82) (103) (173) (306) (395)

Tau b = -.32, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 114. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty

Sample

Faculty
Teaching Load

Tenure Weight for Research uk)

Lowest
Weight

Fifth
Weight

Fourth
Weighta

Third
Weight

Second
Weight

Highest
Weight

None 2 0 2 2 2 3

7 credits or iess 7 3 3 8 19 41

8-10 credits 16 15 24 24 32 29

11-13 credits 53 65 52 54 39 22

14 credits or more 22 17 18 12 8 5

(45) (72) (120) (267) (437) (182)

Tau b = -.30, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Deans'

Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%)

acultv I Yes

10 Credits or Less 12 38

11 Credits or More 88 62

N (34) (103)

Tau b = -.24, significant at less than .01.
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Table 116. Faculty Teaching Load by Marit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs'

Sample

Faculty Teachina Load

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%)

No Yes

7 Credits or Less

8-10 Credits

11-13 Credits

14 Credits or More

8 10

22 23

59 57

11 10

(124) (247)

Tau b = -.03, not significant.

1r (1,



Table 117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty

Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%)

FacaL.:y Teachinct Load No Yes

None 1 3

7 Credits or Less 16 18

8-10 Credits 28 25

11-13 Credits 43 44

14 Credits or More 12 10

N (570) (553)

Sau b = -.03, not significant.



Table 118. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty
Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research (%)

Faculty Teachina Load No Yesa

None 1 2

7 Credits or Less 5 23

8-10 Credits 23 29

11-13 Credits 55 37

14 Credits or More 16 8

N (397) (727)

Tau b = -.25, significant at less than .001.

apercentagss do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 119. Resource Adequacy by Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample

MEV

Resource Adequacy

.0
0
0

CD

Faculty salary .11***

Travel to conferences -.03

Travel to develop grants .'2*"

Research by senior professors .08***

Research by untenured professors .20***

Purchase of computer equipment -.03

Purchase of research equipment .07**

Purchase of library books -.03

Purchase of library journals .04*

Personnel for grant development .10***

Offering courses frequently enough .02

Student research assistants .10***

Student teaching assistants

Sabbaticals to improve teaching -.09***

Sabbaticals to do publishable research .06"

***Significant at less than .001.

torrelations are tau b. N = 1,172 faculty.

DEANS' DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT STANDARDS

Cg.

0
.44
4.1
44

4.14

.12***

.00

.12***

.13***

.22***

.07**

.01

.08**

.08***

.00

.10***

.09***

05*

.16***

.13***

.15***

.03

.08**

.02

.05**

.08**

.00

.08**

.09***

-.06*

.05*

.05*

.15***

.01

.06*

.11***

-.02

.06*

.03

.00

.04

-.05*

-.01

-.06*

-.03

-.03

-.08**

-.08*

.00

-.05*

.02

.22***

.08***

**Significant at less than .01.

. 02

.08***

. 07**

.08***

.03

.06*

.07**

.10***

.07*

.05*

.06*

.01

.04

.13***

.01

.01

. 05* -.08

.09***

.13*** ..09*0*

.07"

. 12*** -.05*

.10" -.06*

.14*** -.01

.13*** -.03

.07** -.02

.12*** .02

.14*** -.02

.06* -.08**

.16*** .02

.09***

*Significant at less than .05.

. 03

.05*

. 04

. 08**

-.02

.08**

.06*

.12***

.07**

.03

.06*

.00

.12***

-.05* .02

.03

. 00

.09**

.05*

-.03

. 04

.05

.04

.04

.05*

.04

.05*

.00

.07*

.01

2: !)

.08**

.03

.14***

.16***

.12***

.09***

.16***

.07**

.13***

.13***

.05*

.16***

.12***

.06**

.100*

. 04

. 06*

. 09***

. 11***

.02

. 09***

. 11***

.10***

.07**

.08**

.07"

.10***

.04

.10***

.02

-.04

.13.**



Table 120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Grants, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for G ants Tr vel

Deans' Assessment--Grants (%)

Not
l ortant

Somewhat
Im o ta t Im ortant

Very
Importanta

Poor 76 57 54 54

Fair 16 29 29 28

Good, Excellent 8 14 17 19

(179) (270) (273) (303)

Tau b = .12, significant at less than .001.

aPercentagea do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 121. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Development Personnel by Deans'
Department Assessment StandardsGrants, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Grants ( % )111
Adequacy of Resources
for_Gunts Development

Not
Imbortant

Somewhat
Imbortant Imnortant

Very
Importanta

Poor 54 40 35 36

Fair 33 36 38 38

Good, Excellent 15 24 28 25

(186) (276) (283) (307)

Tau b = .10, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rouncLng.
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Table 122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Grant Travel

Deans' AssessmentExtramural Grants (%)

Not 6omewhat Very

Important Important Important Important

Poor 52 53 23 29

Fair 24 38 43 53

Good, Excellent 24 9 34 18

(21) (53) (47) (17)

Tau b = .20, significant at less than .001.

2



Table 123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources for
Grant Develorment_Tramel

Deans' Assessment--Extramural Grants ( % )

Not
t

Somewhat
ortant

Very
Important

Poor 70 60 46 43

Fair 20 25 24 35

Good, Excellent 10 15 30 22

(95) (138) (89) (51)

Tau b = .18, significant at less than .001.



Table 124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Extramural Grants, Deans Sample

Adequacy of Resources for
Qsant Develov. Personnel

Deans' Assessment--Extramural Grants (%)

Not Somewhat

Lmportant Imnortanta Important

Very
Important

Poor 57 36 21 18

Fair 38 42 47 29

Good, Excellent 5 23 32 53

(21) (53) (47) (17)

Tau b = .29, significant at

aPercentages d..1 not sum 100

less than .001.

due to rounding.
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Table 125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Extramural Grnnts, Chairs' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Extramural Grants (%)a

Adequacy of Resources
Grant Develov.

for Not

Pers(1102.1.__LDE22Lant_

Somewhat
Imnortant Inuoortant

Very
Important

Poor 50 46 34 31

Fair 38 37 32 39

Good, Excellent 13 16. 35 29

(95) (139) (89) (51)

Tau b = .16, significant at les.. than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by
enior P o e so

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not, Somewhat
I LI o t m o ta t

Very
Important

Poor 50 26 14

Fair 32 45 49

Good, Excellent 18 29 37

N (22) (69) (49)

Tau b = .21, significant at less than .01.



Table 127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by
Senior Professors

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important° imPortant

Very
Important

Poor 88 58 36 32

Fair 6 34 40 47

Good, Excellent 6 9 24 21

(33) (92) (156) (94)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001.

°Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
Deane' Assessment--Research (%)

for Research by Not Somewhat Very
Senior Professors Important _Imnortant Important Important

Poor 75 50 35 37

Fair 19 42 42 31

Good 6 7 20 24

Excellent 0 3. 3 a

(69) (275) (408) (315)

Tau b = .20, significant at less than .001.



Table 129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by
Deans' Department Assessment StandardsResearch, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by

taltALIMSSA_EK2Sessors

Deans' AssessmentResearch (%)

Not, Somewhat
langrtan Important

Very
Important

Poor 57 28 2

Fair 29 42 48

Good, Excellent 14 30 SO

(21) (69) (48)

Tau b = .36, significant at less than .001.

2 1 o



Table 130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by

Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by
yntenured Professors

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not Somewhat Very
Imbortant

Poor 91 60 39 20

Fair 6 33 31 36

Good, Excellent 3 7 30 44

(33) (90) (156) (94)

Tau b = .37, significant at less than .001.
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Table 131. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by
Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty
Sample

Deans' Assessment--ResearCh (%)a

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by Not Somewhat Very
Untenured Professors Important Important Important Important

Poor 78 49 32 27

Fair 16 41 41 30

Good 4 9 22 34

Excellent 1 2 5 9

(69) (277) (407) (334)

Tau b = .27, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment StandardsResearch, Deans' Sample

Adequacy
for Research
Equipment

of Resources
Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not, Somewhat

ImE2XIADta

Very

Poor 41 29 17

Fair 46 45 48

Good, Excellent 14 26 35

(22) (69) (48)

Tau b = .19, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 133. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research
E i

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)a

Not
nm t n

Somewhat
_Imo t Im.o t

Very
m ortant

Poor 59 46 34 46

Fair 34 46 47 26

Good, Excellent 6 9 19 29

N (32) (88) (145) (90)

Tau b = .12, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 134. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

=m,

Adequacy of Resources
for Research
IguiPment

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not

imPortanta

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Poor 63 46 36 34

Fair 29 40 41 41.

Good, Excellent 9 14 23 25

(70) (269) (388) (316)

Tau b = .14, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 135. Adequary of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Offerina Courpes

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Somewhat Important,
Imoortant

Very
Important

Poor, Fair 44 8

Good 40 71

Excellent 16 21

(25) (114)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .01.
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Table 136. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of
for Off rina_Courses

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)a

Resources Not, Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Poor, Fair 20 32 18

Good 77 56 61

Excellent 3 13 20

N (30) (142) (207)

Tau b = .14, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
Equipment for
0 e Cou s s

Deans AssezsmentTeaching (%)

Not
m o

Somewhat
U!"... =I mn rta t

Very
or a t

Poor 66 42 31 22

Fair 23 30 34 31

Good 10 26 29 33

Excellent 1 2 6 14

(74) (236) (400) (386)

Tau b = .22, significant at less than .001.
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Table 138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

Adoquacy of Resources for
eachina_Sabbaticals

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Somewhat Important,
Important Ver ortant

Poor 24 22

Fair 20 20

Good 40 34

Excellent 16 24

(25) (114)

Tau b = .04, not significant.
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Table 139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Teaching Sabbaticals

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)a

Not, Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Poor 28 26 27

Fair 14 33 27

Good 38 35 33

Excellent 21 7 13

N (29) (141) (204)

Tau b = .00, not significant.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Teaching Sabbaticals

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Im ortant

Poor 66 42 33 22

Fair 23 30 34 31

Good 10 26 29 33

Excellent 1 2 6 14

(74) (236) (400) (386)

Tau b = .22, significant at less than .001.



Table 141. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of Resources,
Faculty Sample

Variables

Resource Adequacy:

Conference Travel

li

Grant Travel

Research, Senior Professors

Research, Untenured Professors

Computers

Research Equipment

Library Books

111

Library Journals

Grant Personnel

Courses

I Student RA's

Student TA's

.

Sabbaticals - Teaching

111

Sabbaticals - Research

Dean's Standards:

111

Extramural Grants

Publications

Papers

III

Conferences

Enrollment

Teaching Quality

I Institutional Reputation

National Reputation

Student Quality

I Attrition

Courses

Degree Time

Fellowships

IPlacement

Research

FACTORS

-.054 .638 -.160 .204 .153 .123 .240 .082

.159 .718 .031 .115 .140 .017 -.011 .025

.162 .695 .086 -.087 .096 .231 .096 -.088

.273 .618 .000 -.093 .154 .361 .057 -.165

-.150 .645 .100 .245 .-.037 .010

.031 .706 .132 .225 .03 .156

.054 -.069

4 -.062 -.074

-.005 .247 .061 .855 .1i0 .074 .098 -.017

.096 .227 .109 .864

.150 .349 .201

.039 .102 -.012 -.074

.100 .285 -.131 -.142 -.075

-.016 .058 -.012 .415 .141 .420 .196 .101

.080 .336 .119 .105 .075 .728 .010 .023

.135 .150 .055 .092 .137 .792 -.002 -.072

-.109 .158 .047 .102 .868 .117 .116 .074

.093 .193 .041 .073 .856 .197 -.009 -.047

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

.731 -.015 .010 .004 .007 .188 -.216 -.166

.873 .028 -.124 .013 -.029 .093 -.061 -.121

.816 .111 -.030 .044 -.031 -.019 -.046 .269

.667 .161 .087 .024 -.054 -.140 -.017 .400

-.088 -.102 .119 -.045 .039 -.050 .205 .696

-.284 .118 .206 .104 .142 .006 .641 .210

.123 .033 .199 .039 -.037 .029 .773 .011

.603 .028 .210 .022 .083 .122 .254 -.305

.019 .108 .559 .166 .058 .119 .489 .116

-.120 -.193 .440 -.016 -.018 .094 .010 .621

-.193 .041 .594 .097 -.020 .023 .333 .206

-.031 .026 .656 .015 -.083 .039 .046 .235

.269 .138 .746 .031 .044 .069 -.031 -.086

.000 .047 .721 .046 .184 -.013 .189 -.004

.765 .105 .047 .000 .079 .056 .098 -.253

PTITTentage of VarianceTTFlt-Med
Factor Eigenvalue Each Factor Cumulative

1 5.617 19.4

2 3.931 13.6

3 2.813 9.7

I4 1.458 5.0

5 1.327 4.6

6 1.177 4.1

7 1.106 3.8

9 1.079 3.7

19.4

32.9

42.6

47.7

52.2

5.3

60.1

63.8
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Table 142. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment Factors

Deans' Department

Proportion of Faculty

Assessment Factors Chairs Faculty__ Deana Chairs Faculty

1. Grants obtained -.26*** -.25*** -.32*** -.29***

2. Publications -.40*** -.34*** -.32***

3. Papers delivered -.10 -.16*** -.14* -.11*

4. Conferences organized .08 -.03 -.02 .12 .02 -.03

5. Enrollment .02 .11** .04 .17***

6. Teaching quality .08 .17*** .16***

7. Internal reputation .06 .02 .01 .10 .03 .03

8. External reputation -.08 -.24*** -.25*** -.25***

9. Student quality .04 .05 .01 .02 .04 .04

10. Attrition .10 .17*** .12*** .17* .22***

11. Course quality .13* .10* .12*** .03 13**

12. Time for degree .13 .07 .10 .04

13. Fellowship awards to students .04 -.17*** -.10***

14. Placement of graduates .14* .01 .03 .02 .08* .06

15. Research quality -.28*** -.27*** -.30***

***Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at lebs than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

Correlations are tau b. N 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty.
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Table 143. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans'
Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Department Assessment Standard--

Faculty Teaching_LoAd

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)a

Not, Somewhat
Important LmPortant

Very
Important

7 Credits or Less 23 12 4

8-10 Credits 17 27 20

11-13 Credits 57 52 62

14 Credits or More 3 a 13

(30) (139) (202)

Tau b = .17, significant at less than .001.

a
percentages do not sum 100 due to rounth.ng.



Table 144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--
Teaching, Faculty Sample

Faculty Teachina_Load

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not

Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

a

None 0 4 1 3

7 Credits or Less 30 24 17 9

8-10 Credits 26 29 28 22

11-13 Credits 34 37 42 52

14 Credits or More 10 6 12 13

(80) (245) (411) (398)

Tau b = .16, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department Assessment Factors

Deans' Department
Assessme t Factors

Tenur We hts

Teachino Publimhing

Deans Chairs Facult Deans Chai s Facu1,tv

1. Grants obtained

2. Publications

3. Papers delivered

-.34***

-.46***

-.26**

-.44 ***

-.18***

4. Conferences organized .09 -.01 -.12*** -.07 .20***

5. Enrollment .04 -.08 .16*** .00 -.12**

6. Teaching quality .19* .31***

7. Internal reputation .17* .04 .06

8. External reputation -.20** -.30*** .14* .30***

9. Student quality -.01 .07 -.07 -.07 -.17***

10. Attrition .15* .15*** .20***

11. Course quality .06 .17*** .23*** .00 -.19***

12. Time for degree .13 .06 -.18** -.09*

13. Fellowship awards to students .00 -.12** -.10 .08 .05*

14. Placement of graduates .13 .03 -.09 -.07 -.16***

15. Research quality _.37*** -.36*** -.43*** .45*** .43***

***Significant at less than .001.
**Significant at less than .01.
*Significar:. at less than .05.

Correlations are tau b. N = 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty.
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Table 146. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Somewhat Important,

Tenure Weight for Teachinq Important Very Important

Second Weight or Lower 40 20

Highest Weight 60 80

(25) (112)

Tau b = .19, significant at less than .05.



Table 147. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Tenure Weight Not, Somewhat

for Teaching ,Tap.=,Ant1Lpppnt_rtantImortaa
Very

Third Weight or Lower 38 21 4

Second Weight 10 15 7

Highest Weight 52 64 88

N (29) (143) (204)

Tau b = .31, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 148. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
StandardsTeaching, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight
for Teachina

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not Somewhat
ImportaneImportantIMP=Ant

Very
Important

Fourth Weight or Lower 42 14 2 0

Third Weight 38 44 29 8

Second Weight 11 , 18 19 9

Highest Weight 8 24 50 83

(71) (243) (404) (392)

Tau b .48, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 149. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Course Quality, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Course Quality (%)

Tenure Weight Not, Somewhat Very

for Teaching Important Imbortant Important

Second Weight or Lower 27 18 26

Highest Weight 73 82 74

(62) (55) (19)

Tau b = .06, not significant.



Table 150. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Course Quality, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight
or Teachina

Dean's Assessment--Course Quality (%)a

Not
Important

Somewhat
Iimportant Important

Very
Important

Third Weight or Lower 23 17 9 3

Second Weight 14 12 7 10

Highest Weight 64 72 83 86

N (52) (137) (151) (29)

Tau b = .17, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding .



Table 151. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Course Quality, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight
for Teaching

Deans' Assessment--Course Quality (%)

Not
Important'

Somewhat
Imuortant Important

Very
Important

Fourth Weight or Lower 15 5 4 0

Third Weight 32 29 16 14

Second Weight 15 16 13 9

Highest Weight 37 50 67 77

N (230) (504) (309) (56)

Tau b = .23, significant at less than .001.

'percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 152. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Publishing, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Publishing (%)

Tenure Weight Not, Somewhat

for Publishing Importalit Importanta

Very
"important

Fourth Weight or Lower 58 14 4

Third Weight 21 41 21

Second Weight 19 28 21

Highest Weight 2 18 54

N (57) (51) (28)

Tau b = .50, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due td rounding.
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Table 153. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Publishing, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight
for Publishtno

Deans' AssessmentPublishing (%)a

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Lowest Welyht 20 8 0 2

Fifth Weight 33 17 0 2

Fourth Weight 24 24 12 0

Third Weight 14 24 24 9

Second Weight 9 21 43 31

Highest Weight 0 5 22 57

(55) (131) (102) (67)

Tau b = .56, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 154. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Fublishing, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight
for Publishina

Deans' Assessment--Publishin (%)a

Not

Important

Somewhat
Important Importast

Very
Important

Lowest Weight 28 8 2 0

Fifth Weight 26 16 3 0

Fourth Weight 24 21 4 1

Third Weight 9 26 21 5

Second Weight 11 23 38 27

Highest Weight 3 7 33 66

N (110) (277) (322) (383)

Tau b = .58, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Research, means' Sample

Tenure Weight
or Research

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not, Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important!

Fourth Weight or Lower SO 15 6

Third Weight 10 31 23

First or Second Weight 40 54

(20) (67) (47)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 1,)0 due to rounding.
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Table 156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight
for Research

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not

Important

romewhat
Imoortant

Very

Importtat--LMW.Etlat___

Fifth, Sixth We4.;:-..6 55 14 4 2

Fourth Weight 13 20 5 3

Third Weight 16 31 28 18

Second Weight 16 :49 57 38

Highest weight 0 6 6 39

(31) (90) (153) (90)

Tau b = .44, significant at less than .001.
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Table 157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment
Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight
Sor Research

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)a

Not

Imartant
Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Lowest Weight 26 6 2 0

Fifth Weight 31 13 3 0

Fourth Weight 10 21 11 4

Third Weight 17 28 30 14

Second Weight 11 28 39 53

Highest Weight 6 4 16 30

(72) (272) (404) (339)

Tau b = .43, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 158. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans'

Department Assessment StandardsNational Reputation, Deans'

Sample

Tenure Weight for
Service to Professional
0 t ons

Deans' Assessment--National Reputation (%)

Not, Somewhat
111 -1 m ortan

Very
ortant

Lowest Weight 28 23 15

Fifth Weight 37 29 46

Fourth and Higher Weights 35 48 39

(51) (48) (33)

Tau b = .08, not significant.
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Table 159. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans'
Department Assessment Standards--National Reputation, Chairs'
Sample

Tenure Weight for Service
Deane' Assessment--National Reputation (%)

to Professional
Orna _.ts

Not

-

Somewhat
11 - I ortant

Very
/important

Lowest Weight 14 25 17 7

Fifth Weight 48 33 45 23

Fourth Weight 21 24 26 38

Third Weight or Higher 16 18 12 22

(85) (120) (106) (45)

Tau b = .06, not significant.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--National Presentation, Faculty

Sample

Tenure Weight for
Professional
Oraanizational Service

Deans' Assessment--National Presentation (%)

Not
Importanta

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Fourth Weight or Lower 15 5 4 0

Third Weight 32 29 16 14

Second Weight 15 16 13 9

Highest Weight 37 SO 67 77

N (230) (504) (309) (56)

Tau b = .23, significant at less .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Internal Reputation, Deans' Sample

allaisiMa

Tenure Weight for
Service to Institution

Deans' AssessmentInstitutional Reputation (%)

Not, Somewhat
Important 7mportant

Very
_important

Fifth, Sixth Weight 31 16 12

Fourth Weight 37 27 37

Third Weight 26 30 23

First, Second Weight 6 27 28

N (35) (56) (43)

Tau b = .18, significant at less tnan .01.



Table 162. Tenure Wetght for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Internal Reputation, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight for
Service to Institution

Deans' Assessment--Institutional Reputation Ma

Not, Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Fifth, Sixth Weight 17 16 17

Fourth Weight 35 30 30

Third Weight 17 28 22

Second, First Weight 31 27 30

(75) (193) (99)

Tau b = .01, not significant.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 163. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department
Assessment Standards--Internal Reputation, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Internal Reputation (%)

Tenure Weight forSvco tu
Not

on
Somewhat

11 7-2 m ort nt
Very

mnortant

Lowest Weight 27 19 17 23

Fifth Weight 30 41 47

Fourth Weight 27 24 22 26

Third Weight 12 13 12 9

Second, First Weight 3 3 2 5

(59) (252) (500) (236)

Tau b = -.01, not significant.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 164. Relationships Between Selected Merit Salary Variables and Deans' Department Assessment Factorsa

Deans' Department
Assessment Factors

Merit Salary Variables
Teachin search

Deans Chairs Faculty Deans Chairs Faculty

1. Grants obtained .17* .09* -.02 .18* .30***

2. Publications .18* .13** .03 .24** .36***

3. Papers delivered .04 .14** .11 .25***

4. Conferences organized -.04 .14** -.01 .18***

S. Enrollment -.10 -.20*** .01 -.10 -.22***

6. Teaching quality -.05 .09* .25*** -.13 .00

7. Internal reputation -.10 .01 .10*** -.10 .00 .03

8. External reputation .15* .12** .01 .14* .21*** .25***

9. Student quality .14* .03 .08 .00 -.01

10. Attrition -.02 -.14** .03 -.05 -.18***

'.1. Course quality .03 .00 .01 -.14** -.13***

12. Time for degree .00 -.01 .03 -.09 -.07

13. Fellowship awards to students .07 .03 .05 .05 .05

14. Placement of graduates .13 -.01 .05* .06 -.03 -.06*

15. Research quality .14* .18*** .06* .29*** .42***

***Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

a
Correlations are tau b. N = 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty.
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Table 165. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Deans' Sample

Deans' AssessmentTeaching (%)

Merit Salary Awards Somewhat Important,

for Teaching

No

Yes

N

Important

Very
Important

20 26

80 74

(25) (115)

Tau b = -.OS, not significant.



Table 166. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards
for Teaching

Deane' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not, Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

No

Yes

57

43

(30)

33

67

(143)

31

69

(203)

Tau b = .09, significant at less than .05.
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Table 167. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans Department Assessment

Standards--Teaching, Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards
for Teachina

Deans' Assessment--Teaching (%)

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

No 88 66 47 37

Yes 12 34 53 63

(80) (232) (392) (389)

Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001.



Table 168. Merit ',:mlary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment
StandardsCourse Quality, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Course Quality (%)

Meeit Salary Awards Not, Somewhat

12X.12APAkag 1.01(22EIC3t._ Important

11111
Very

Important

No 27 22 26

Yes 73 78 74

(62) (58) (19)

Tau b = .03, not significant.
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Table 169. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' T;c1partment Assessment
Standards--Coursa Quality, Chairs Sample

Merit Salary Awards

Deans' Assessment--Course Quality (%)

Not Somewhat Very

No 31 35 31

Yes 69 65 66 69

(52) (134) (151) (32)

Tau b = .00, not significant.
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Table 170. Mer3t Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Course Quality, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Course Quality (%)

Merit Salary Awards Not Somewhat

imposuolImparsAat_ Imortant
Very

ImJDorant
.:forL9.11.111.112.

No 58 50 48 41

Yes 42 50 52 59

(233) (493) (300. (54)

Tau b = .08, significant at less than .01.



Table 171. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards
for Teachino

Deans' Assessment--Student Attrition (%)

Not

Important

Somewhat
Imuortant Important

Very
Important

No 26 25 44 40

Yes 74 75 56 60

N (49) (140) (220) (67)

Tau b = -.14, significant at less than .01.
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Table 172. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Research, Deans' Sample

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Merit Salary Awards Not,

o Resea ch

Somewhat
ortant

Very
Im r nt

No 50 29 10

Yes SO 71 90

(22) (66) (49)

Tau b = .29, significant at leso than .001.
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Table 173. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans Department Assessment

Standards--Research, Chairs' Sample

Merit Salary Awards
for Research

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Not
Imoortant

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

No 88 51 3C 8

Yes 12 49 70 92

(34) (87) (154) (94)

Tau b = .42, significant at less than .001.



Table 174. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment

Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)

Merit Salary Awards
for ReseassIL

Not

Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Impor.ant

No 94 59 28 12

Yes 6 41 72 88

(68) (276) (406) (337)1
Tau b = .44, significant at less than .001.
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Table 175. Relationships Between Formal Rewards for Teaching and Resource Adequacya

Resource A.e.uacv_

Fo iial Rewards for Teachin
Tenuxg_Weight Merit Raise

Deans C airs Facult Deans Ch4irs Faculty

Travel to conferences .16* .01 -.01

Travel to develop grants .03 -.03 .03 .05 .08

Research by senior professors -.06 .05

Research by untenured professors -.24*** .11

Purchase of computer equipment .03 -.09* .04

Purchase of research equipment -.09 -.08 .01 .16* .06*

Purchase of library c:fJoks .01 .08** -.11 .07 .05*

Purchase of library journals .15* -.05 -.03 -.07 .06 .06*

Personnel for grant development -.02 -.03 .00 .11*

Offering courses frequently enough .02 -.04 -.06 .02

Student research assistants -.06 -.06* .08 .07

Student teaching assistants -.13*** .09 .06

Sabbaticals to improve teaching .15* .07 .05 -.01

Sabbaticals to du publishable
research

-.04 -.13** -.03 .14* .05 .06*

***Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

a
Correlations are tau b. N 142 Deans, 392 chairs, 1,172 Faculty.
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Table 176. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for
Teaching, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
lin_is...ltfot_We'treachl%

Second Weight Highest
or 0 e Cou ses owe Wei ht

Poor, Fair

Good

Excellent

N

19

58

23

(31)

14

67

19

(103)

Tau b = .02, not significant.
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Table 177. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for

Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for 0 e n Cours

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)

Third Weight Second
a

Highest
Wei ht

Poor, Fair 16 23 24

Good 70 56 60

Excellent 14 20 16

(50) (39) (289)

Tau b = -.04, not significant.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 178. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for

Teaching, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of
for Offerina

Tenure Weiaht for Teaching (%)

Resources 4th Weight

Courses or Lower

Third
Weiahta

Second
Weiaht

Highest
Weight

Poor 14 7 9 6

Fair 33 24 22 25

Good 46 57 59 54

Exce'lent 7 11 10 15

N (72) (282) (165) (590)

Tau b = .06, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 179. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight
for Teaching, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of Resources
or T achin Sab at'cals

Tenure _Weight for Teachna (%)a

Second Weight
or L wer_

Highest
Wei ht

Poor 32 19

Fair 29 17

Good 19 40

Excellent 19 23

(31) (104)

Tau b = .15, significant at less than .05.

a
percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 180. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight
for Teaching, Chairs' Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)

Adequacy of Resources Third Weight Second Highest
for Teachina Sabbaticals or Lower Weight Weighta

Poor 40 17 25

Fair 28 37 27

Good 22 29 38

Excellent 10 17 11

N (50) (35) (289)

Tau b = .07, not significant.

a
Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 181. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight
for Teaching, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Teachina Sabbaticals

,iehtTv_Eig_Llosg(_jeneVreachin%a

4th Weight
or_Lower

Third Second
Weight Weight

Highest
Weiaht

Poor 61 36 35 26

Fair 19 35 30 32

Good 15 25 26 32

Excellent 4 4 8 10

(72) (276) (159) (596)

Tau b = .16, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 182. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by

Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' Sample

ht tar PujaljapJ,ag_,o_j____

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by 4th Weight Third Second Highest

Uqtenured Professors or Lower ......aial2iieis___I Weiaht

Poor 38 15 23 0

Fair 42 38 30 64

Good, Excellent 20 46 47 36

(40) (39) (30) (25)

Tau b = .20, significant at less than .01.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by

Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' Sample

Adequacy
for Research
Untensgred

of Resources
by

Professors

Tenure Weight for Publishing %

Lowest
Weight

Fifth
Weight

Fourth
Wliaht

Third
Weight

Second
Weight

Highest
Weight

Poor 87 75 50 46 32 23

Fair 9 20 34 28 32 30

Good, Excellent 4 5 16 26 36 47

(23) (40) (56) (74) (100) (66)

Tau b = .33, significant at less than .001.



Table 184. Adequacy of Resourcee for Research by Untenured Professors, by
Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample

Adequacy of Resources
for Research by
Ratanured

Tenure Weiaht for Research (%)

Lowest Fifth Fourth Third Second Highest

Poor 70 64 48 41 31 27

Fair 26 26 38 38 35 36

Good 2 10 13 17 29 27

Excellent 2 0 1 4 5 10

(43) (70) (118) (258) (419) (177)

Tau b = .22, significant at less than .001.



Table 185. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit

Salary Awards for Research, Deans Sample

Adequacy of Resotirces for

Poor 34 21

46 43

Good, E).cellent 20 36

( 3 5 ) (104)

Tau b = .16, significant at less than .05.
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Table 186. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit

Salary Awards for Research, Chairs' Sample

MIAMIN

Adequacy of Resources for
Research by Senior Professors No Yesa

Merit Salary Awards for Research tis

Poor

Fair

Good, Excellent

59 37

27 44

14 20

(130) (246)

Tau b = .18, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 187 Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit
Salary Awards for Research, Faculty Sample

Merit Salary Awards for Research (%)a
Adequacy of Rescurces for
Research by Senior Professors

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

No

52

34

Yes

36

38

3 4

(381) (708)

Tau b m .16, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 188. Adequacy of Full Professors' Salaries by Tenure Weight for
Publishing, Deans' Sample

Adequacy of
Eal; P o esso s' Sa a les

*--ankt&t2iSht-2_.-...2_1/Dihin%a
4th Weight Third Second
o W ht Wei ht

Highest
Wei ht

Poor 40 26 16 16

Average 45 37 39 36

Good a 26 26 32

Very Good 8 10 19 16

(40) (38) (31) (25)

Tau b = .24, significant at less than .001.

apercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 189. Relationships Between Professional Development Variables, Selected

Formal Rewards, and Selected Deans' Departmental Assessment

Factorsa

,Out-of -State

Professional

% of Meeting
Costs

Total $ for
Professional
Development

Tenure Weiahtl

Teaching -.11*** .14*** .00

Research .11*** -.07** .09***

Publications .10*** -.08** .03

Professional Organization Svc. .03 -.01 .00

MLCILALILLLAUArAll

Teaching .08** .09** .08**

Research .17*** .04 .08**

Deans' Dept. Assessment Factors

Grants .11*** -.05* .07**

Publications .15*** -.05* .07**

Papers .07** .00 .03

Teaching -.03 .13*** .04

National Reputation .13*** -.04 .06*

Research .13*** .02

***Significant at less than .001.

**Significant at less than .01.

*Significant at less than .05.

aCorrelations are tau b. N = 1,172 faculty.



Table 190. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty,

by Deans' Department Assessment Standards--Papers Given at

Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample

Number of Professional
Meetings Attendtld

Deans' Assessment--Papers (%)

WIMMIMMEMIII

No .

o ta t
Somewhat
I o tant ortant

Very
ortant

None 25 27 21 24

1 42 32 29 31

2 20 21 26 19

3 6 12 15 14

4 or More 7 8 9 12

(96) (434) (463) (140)

Tau b = .07, significant at less than .01.



Table 191. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Deans'

Department Assessment Standards--Papers Given at Professional

Meetings, Faculty Sample

Proportion of
Meeting Attendance
Costs Reimbursed

Deans' Assessment--Papers (%)

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Zero 30 18 19 30

1-25% 14 11 13 12

26-50% 19 16 15 11

51-75% 8 16 13 12

76-90% 6 16 15 14

91-100% 23 23 25 21

(84) (348) (391) (119)

Tau b = .00, not significant.
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Table 192. Total Professional Development Support by Deans' Department

Assessment Standards--Research, Faculty Sample

Total Professional
Development Support

Deans' Assessment--Research (%)a

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important Important

Very
Important

Zero 22 14 10 15

$1-$250 24 22 19 15

$251-$500 22 24 22 15

$501-$1,000 13 17 17 20

$1,001-$2,000 10 12 13 11

More than $2,000 9 12 19 23

(68) (281) (396) (332)

Tau b = .10, significant at less than .001.

aPercentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.



Table 193. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for
Teaching, Faculty Sample

Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)

Total Professional 4th Weight Third Second Highest
Development Support or Lower Klight Weight Weight

Zero 12 15 15 27

$1-5250 20 16 15 25

$251-$500 23 23 15 18

$501-$1,000 17 16 19 16

$1,001-$2,000 13 7 14 4

More than $2,000 15 23 22 10

N (582) (159) (276) (73)

Tau b = .00, not significant.
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Table 194. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for
Research, Faculty Sample

Total Professional
Develonmeht Su .o

Lowest
w.'.

Fifth
t

Fourth
Wei ht

Third
Wei ht

Second
Wei ht

Highest
Weight

Zero 17 16 20 11 11 20

$1-$250 27 23 24 20 16 12

$251-$500 20 23 22 26 20 15

5501-51,000 10 21 4 18 20 18

$1,001-$2,000 15 7 16 a 14 11

More than $2,000 12 10 13 17 19 24

(41) (70) (116) (259) (415) (169)

Tau b = .09, significant at less than .001.

a
percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 195. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty,
by Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations,
Faculty Sample

Number of
Professional Meetings
Atended b Facu t

Tenure Weight for Service
to Professional Oraanizations asja

First,
Second
Weight

Lowest
Wei ht

Fifth Fourth Third
Welaht Wel ht Weiaht

Zero 27 23 24 23 50

1 35 32 29 37 6

2 22 22 25 17 12

3 11 14 12 14 25

4 or More 4 9 10 10 6

(209) (469) (254) (124) (32)

Tau b = .03, not significant.

a
percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 196. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure
for Service to Professional Organizations* Faculty Sample

Weight

Proportion of
Professional Meetings
Attendect by Farallty

Tenure Weight for Service
a r n'zati n

Lowest
Wetght

Fifth
Weinht

Fourth
WeIght

Third
Weinht

First,

Second
Weinht

Zero 19 20 20 23 21

3 25% 13 12 11 12 21

26-50% 16 15 17 14 10

51-75% 14 13 17 11 10

76-90% 18 14 13 15 10

91% or More 20 26 22 24 26

(172) (391) (208) (105) (19)

Tau b = -.01, not significant.

a
Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding.
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Table 197. Regression of Profeasors' Salary on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

VaziabLe T

Statistical
Sicnificance

Graduate Students .006 .036 NS

FTE Faculty - Unit .184 2.033 <.05

FTE Faculty - Institution .142 .985 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.027 -.194 NS

Total Students .018 .115 NS

(Constant) 7.190 <.001

rm .28
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Table 198. Regression of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Statistical

Var'ables Beta T Sionificance

Graduate Students .285 1.728 <.10

FTE Faculty - Unit -.066 -.790 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution -.314 -2.341 <.05

Highest Degree Offered -.507 -3.922 <.001

Total Students .103 .730 NS

(Constant) 22.328 <.001

rm = .47



Table 199. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment
Variables, Deans' Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
Sionificance

Deans' Department Assessments;

Research -.119 -1.109 NS

Institutional Reputation .102 1.192 NS

Attrition .152 1.762 4.10

Conferences Given .180 1.963 4.10

Teaching Quality -.018 -.216 NS

National Reputation -.148 -1.569 NS

Time for Degree .030 .329 US

Extramural Grants -.225 -2.067 4.05

Papers Given .162 1.475 NS

Publications -.236 -1.822 4.10

(Constant) 4.971 <.001

rm = .56



Table 200. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
3isnificance

Professors' Salary -.088 -1.503 NS

Resource Adequacy:

Student RA's -.028 -.435 NS

Sabbaticals - Research -.053 -.870 NS

Grant Travel .012 .196 NS

Computers .037 .557 NS

Grant Personnel -.049 -.810 NS

Student TA's -.082 -1.294 NS

Research - Senior Professors .281 2.916 <.01

Research Equipment -.027 -.396 NS

Research - Untenured Profs -.514 -5.195 <.001

(Constant) 24.231 <.001

rm = .42



Table 201. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors'

Salary and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
Significance

Resource Adequacy - Student TA's -.140 -3.777 <.001

Professors' Salary -.056 -1.703 <.10

Resource Adequacy - Library Journals -.059 -1.809 <.10

Resource Adequacy -
Senior Professors

Research,
'

.130 3.191 <.01

Resource Adequacy - Student RA's .025 .666 NS

Resource Adequacy - Research, -.309 -7.467 <.001

Untenured Professors

(Constant) 37.793 <.001

rm = .34
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Table 202. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected

Deans' Assessment Variables, Chairs' Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
Sianificance

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research -.137 -2.043 4.05

Teaching Quality .089 1.754 4.10

Enrollment .043 .848 NS

Fellowships -.051 -.989 NS

Courses -.018 -.342 NS

National Reputation -.154 -2.705 4.01

Attrition .172 3.097 4.01

Papers .296 4.235 4.001

Extramural Grants -.027 -.430 NS

Publications -.351 -3.877 4.001

(Constant) 12.714 4.001

rm = .51



Table 203. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected
Assessment Variables, Faculty Sample

Variables
Statistical

Beta 'T Sionificance

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research -.091 -2.261 <.05

Courses .058 1.816 <.10

Attrition .017 .576 NS

Teaching Quality .000 .012 NS

National Reputation -.124 -3.763 <.001

Papers .206 5.442 .001

Extramural Grants -.089 -2.291 <.05

Publications -.344 -6.744 <.001

(Constant) 24.853 <.001

rm = .46
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Table 204. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected

Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Statistical

Variables Beta T Sianificance

Affiliation .037 .437 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.422 -3.331 <.01

FTE Faculty - Unit -.270 -3.363 <.01

FTE Faculty - Institution -.032 -.249 NS

Total Students -.064 -.455 NS

Graduate Students .069 .445 NS

(Constant) 2.816 <.01

rm = .55



Table 205. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors'

Salary and Selected Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

Variables

Statistical

Deans' Department Assessments:

-9./.41-1---1------§._.r_t_Ifi.c-ila9.'

Research -.023 -.209 NS

Placement .249 2.779 <.01

Teaching Quality .050 .595 NS

Degree Time .003 .029 NS

Professors' Salary .045 .523 NS

Deans' Department Assessments:

Institiatitional Reputation .072 .816 NS

Attrition .031 .348 NS

National Reputation -.117 -1.238 NS

Papers .018 .169 NS

Extramural Grants -.229 -1.015 <.05

Publications -.290 -2.218 <.05

(Constant) 2.734 <.01

rm = .56
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Table 206. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

ar ab ea
Statistical
Si ni c ce

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research -.155 -4.647 <.001

Placement .000 -.004 NS

Enrollment .040 1.567 NS

Degree Time -.025 -.965 NS

Teaching Quality .387 14.105 <.001

Conferences .040 1.295 NS

National Reputation -.148 -5.428 <.001

Attrition .038 1.356 NS

Courses -.001 -.041 NS

Student Quality .033 1.139 NS

Extramural Grants -.076 -2.404 <.05

Papers .093 2.486 <.05

Publications -.282 -6.728 <.001

(Constant) 12.591 <.001

rm = .73
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Table 207. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Statistical
Variables

Resource Aaequacy - Sabbaticals, -.008 -.135 NS

Research

Resource Aduquacy - Student RA's -.201 -.334 NS

Professors' Salary -.174 -3.083 <.01

Resource Adequacy - Grant Pernonnel -.086 -1.446 NS

Resource Adequacy - Research, .419 4.460 <.001

Senior Professors

Resource Adequacy - Student TA's -.118 -1.886 <.10

Resource Adequacy - Research, -.467 -4.933 <.001

Untenured Professors

(Constant) 3.110 <.01

rm = .40
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Table 208. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource
Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

Vaxiablei
Statistical

Beta_ T Sioniticance

Resource Adequacy - Sabbaticals to .177 5.803 <.001

Improve Teach4ng

Resource Adequacy - Research, -.268 -8.656 .001
Untenured Professors

Resource Adequacy - Conference Travel .203 6.301 <.001

(Constant) 22.467 <.001

rm = .33
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Table 209. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

VariabIes

Statistical
Si if'cance

Graduate Students -.096 -.522 NS

FTE Faculty - Unit .134 1.428 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution .012 .079 NS

Highest Degree Offered .133 .917 NS

Total Students .100 .638 NS

(Constant) 6.414 <.001

rm = .22
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Table 210. Regression of Tenure Weight for
Selected Assessment Variables,

Research
Deans'

on Professors' Salary and
Sample

1.112116.glefi----- Beta T

Statistical
Significance

Deans' Department Assessment:

Research .148 1.285 NS

Institutional Reputation -.261 -3.058 <.01

Fellowships .161 1.788 <.10

Professors' Salary .052 .592 NS

Deans' Department Assessment:

Degree Time -.148 -1.578 NS

Papers .143 1.328 NS

Extram.aral Grants -.007 -.061 Ns

Publications .028 .205 NS

(Constant) 3.412 <.001

rm = .48
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Table 211. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Assessment

Variables, Faculty Sample

Variables

Deans Department Assessments:

Beta

Statistical
Sianificance

Research .341 8.797 4.001

Degree Time -.053 -1.701 4.10

Enrollment -.046 -1.529 NS

Teaching Quality -.042 -1.361 NS

Conferences -.119 -3.283 4.01

National ReputatIon .028 .897 NS

Attrition -.103 -3.205 4.01

Courses .044 1.361 NS

Extramural Grants .115 3.112 4.01

Papers .083 1.909 4.10

Publications .114 2.356 4.05

(Constant) 18.292 4.001

rm = .59
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Table 212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary

and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Variables Beta

.115

.000

T

1.876

.001

Statistical
Significance

<.10

NS

Resource Adequacy:

Sabbaticals, Research

Grant Travel

Computers .106 1.608 NS

Professors' Salary .100 1.720 <.10

Resource Adequacy:

Student TA's .021 .351 NS

Research, Senior Professors -.157 -1.741 <.10

Research Equipment .017 .245 NS

Research, Junior Professors .330 3.489 <.001

(Constant) 14.T0F, .001

.39
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Table 213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

Ka)._Cti Beta T

Statistical

sign/Lamm

Resource Adequacy:

Sabbaticals, Research .065 1.870 <.10

Grant Personnel .110 3.291 <.01

Professors' Salary .042 1.221 NS

Resource Adequacy:

Student RA's -.032 -.783 NS

Research, Senior Professors .044 1.012 NS

Research Equipment -.023 -.615 NS

Student TA's .083 2.113 <.05

Research, Untenured Professors .196 4.433 <.001

(Constant) 23.309 <.001

rm = .33
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Table 214. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected
Institutional Characteristics, Deans Sample

Statistical

Var ablcs Beta T Significance

Affiliation .037 .440 NS

Highest Degree Offered .172 1.3S5 NS

FTE FaCulty - Unit .083 1.040 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution .213 1.692 <.10

Total Students -.025 -.183 NS

Graduate Students .224 1.448 NS

(Constant) 10.972 <.001

rm = .57
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Table 215. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary

and Selected Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample

Statistical

Variables Seta T Sianificance

Deans' Department Assessment:

Research

Institutional Reputation

.136

-.088

1.335

-1.067

NS

NS

Fellowships -.174 -2.113 <.05

Attrition -.079 -.983 NS

Pro.assors' Salaries .049 .626 NS

Deans' Department Assessment:

Teaching Quality -.078 -.979 NS

National Reputation .032 .355 NS

Degree Time -.024 -.271 NS

Papers -.050 -.518 NS

Extramural Grants .200 1.891 <.10

Publications .320 2.633 <.01

(Constant) 2.884 <.Or

rm = .64
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Table 216. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Assessment

Variables, Faculty Sample

Statistical

Variables Beta T Significance

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research .126 3.552 <.001

Placement -.061 -2.167 .05

Enrollment -.014 -.514 NS

Degree Time .007 .265 NS

Teaching Quality -.098 -3.322 <.001

Conferences -.040 -1.205 NS

National Reputation .081 2.803 <.01

Attrition -.059 -1.999 <.05

Courses -.054 -1.773 <.10

Student Quality .002 .053 NS

Extramural Grants .001 .034 NS

Papers -.047 -1.181 NS

Publications .517 11.694 <.001

(Constant) 16.757 <.001

rm = .70



Table 217. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary

and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample

Variables _Et.a______ T

.006 .098

.047 .807 .

Statistical
Sianificance

NS

NS

Resource Adequacy:

Sabbaticals, Research

Grant Personnel

Computers .015 .267 NS

Professors' Salary .181 3.229 <.01

Resource Adequacy:

Student TA's .013 .231 NS

Grant Travel -.044 -.718 NS

Research, Senior Professors -.185 -1.974 <.05

Research, Untenured Professors .506 5.266 <.001

(Constant) 13.699 <.001

rm = .44
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Table 218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource
Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample

es

Resource Adequacy:

et

Statistical
Si f

Sabbaticals, Teaching -.201 -6.306 <.001

Research, Untenured Professors .232 5.527 <.001

Student TA's .042 1.289 NS

Research, Senior Professors .043 1.044 NS

(Constant) 18.579 .001

rm = .30
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Table 219. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Extramural Grants

on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Mulables Beta T

1.134

.006

Statistical
Sianifiangg

NS

NS

Affiliation

Highest Degree Offered

.096

.000

FTE Faculty - Unit .047 .597 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution .193 1.548 NS

Total Students -.143 -1.028 NS

Graduate Students .459 2.974 4.01

(Constant) 3.960 <.001

rm = .55



Table 220. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Publication Rate

on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Statistical

Variables Beta T SigDifican_cg

Affiliation -.079 -1.018 NS

Highest Degree Offered .132 1.127 NS

FTE Faculty - Unit .153 2.094 .05

FTE Faculty - Institution .212 1.187 .10

Total Students .057 .442 NS

Graduate Students .249 1.725 <.10

(Constant) 6.205 .001

rm = .63
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Table 221. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment--Teaching Quality

on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Statistical

Variables Seta T Silnificance

Affiliation .008 .078 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.049 -.335 NS

FTE Faculty - Unit -.036 -.401 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution -.224 -1.542 NS

Total Students -.129 -.798 NS

Graduate Students .169 .941 NS

(Constant) 25.263 <.001

rm za .26
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Table 222. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Institutional

Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Variables :....,

Statistical
Sianificance

Graduate Students -.061 -.341 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution .059 .418 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.162 -1.145 NS

Total Students -.106 -.696 NS

(Constant) 13.813 4.001

rm = .26
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Table 223. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Assessment
Variables, Faculty Sample

Statistical

Variables _Beta SigniJicanc

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research .188 5.347 <.001

Student Quality .031 .829 NS

Institutional Reputation .015 .490 NS

Fellowships .006 .175 NS

Courses -.047 -1.364 NS

Teaching Quality .314 8.758 <.001

Placement .128 3.549 <.001

Extramural Grants -.098 -2.658 <.01

(Constant) 5.130 <.001

rm = .43
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Table 224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Institutional
Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Varka'p1as

Statistical
Significance

Graduate Students .099 .555 NS

FTE Faculty - Unit -.094 -1.043 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution -.059 -.411 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.173 -1.221 NS

Total Students -.109 -.710 NS

(Constant) 14.039 <.001

rm = .26
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Table 225. Regression of Deans' Impact of Selected Assessment Variables,

Chairs' Sample

Variab es

Statistical
S ifican e

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research .110 3.390 <.001

Degree Time .109 3.070 <.01

Teaching Quality .206 5.785 <.001

Institutional Reputation .010 .301 NS

Attrition -.017 -.490 NS

Placement .084 2.244 <.05

Courses .061 1.624 NS

Fellowships -.009 -.230 NS

Student Quality .083 2.113 <.05

(Constant) 6.894 <.001

rm = .39
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Table 226. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Institutional

Characteristios, Deans' Sample

Variables

Statistical

Beta T Significance

Graduate Students -.036 -.218 NS

FTE Faculty - Institution -.054 -.442 NS

Highest Degree Offered -.123 -.860 NS

(Constant) 23.876 .001

rm = .19
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Table 227. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Assessment

Variables, Faculty Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
Sionificance

Deans' Department Assessments:

Placement .118 3.170 <.01

Institutional Reputation -.010 -.313 NS

Degree Time .009 .273 NS

TeachLng Quality .253 7.257 <.001

Fellowships .052 1.429 NS

Courses .062 1.684 <.10

Student Quality .056 1.465 NS

(Constant) 6.576 <.001

rm = .40



Table 228. Regression of Deans' Communication with Chairs on Selected
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Statistical
Variables Seta T Significance

Graduate Students -.077 -.552 NS

Affiliation .161 1.716 <.10

FTE Faculty - Institution .018 .128 NS

Total Students .186 1.167 NS

(Constant) 24.929 <.001

rm = .26



Table 229. Re3ression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected
Assessment Variables, Faculty Sam7le

Statistical
Variables Beta T Sjgnificance

Deans' Department Assessments:

Research .152 5.035 <.001

Degree Tim.J .030 .904 NS

Teaching Quality .320 9.476 <.001

Institutional Reputation -.029 -.931 NS

Placement .130 3.671 <.001

Courses .052 1.489 NS

Fellowships -.028 -.776 NS

Student Quality .103 2.795 <.01

(Constant) .017 NS

rm = .48



Table 230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample

Var a e

Highest Degree Offered

FTE Faculty - Institution

(Constant)

Beta

-.071

-.094

-.683

-.908

23.734

Statistical
Si nif cance

NS

NS

<.001

rm = .15



Table 231. Regression of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected

Communications, Impact, Influence, and Management Style

Variables, Faculty Sample

Variables Beta T

Statistical
Significance

Chairs' Communications with Faculty .123 2.721 <.01

Deans' Impact .058 1.704 <.10

Influence of Committees .161 5.145 <.001

Deans' Management Style -.009 -.212 NS

Chairs' Impact .127 3.723 <.001

Deans' Communications with Faculty .018 .408 NS

Chairs' Management Style .059 1.296 NS

(Constant) 28.492

rm = .36



Table 232. Regression of Quality of Department Research on Selected

Communications, Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables,

Faculty Sample

yarj,ables Beta T

Statistical
Significance

Chairs' Communications with Faculty .062 1.317 NS

Deans' Impact .036 1.026 NS

Committee Influence .135 4.161 <.001

Chairs' Impact .063 1.776 <.10

Deans' Communications with Faculty .025 .716 NS

Chairs' Management Style .031 .670 NS

(Constant) 14.872 <.001

Lim = .24
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